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ABSTRACT 
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT LEADERSHIP FOR 
ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS 
(February, 1988) 
Joyce Elizabeth Romberger, B.S., Pennsylvania State University 
M.Ed., Pennsylvania State University 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor Robert L. Sinclair 
The local school is the level at which school improvement occurs. 
The key leaders of the local schools are the principals and they should 
be involved in improving the curriculum for school improvement. However, 
principals encounter difficulties. Their role is unclear. They do not 
possess the necessary skills. To acquire such skills, staff development 
programs are needed for principals. In this exploratory study, a staff 
development program was designed and implemented to assist principals to 
gain curriculum development competencies. 
A list of fifty-four activities was mailed to eighty-eight 
Pennsylvania principals to collect their perceptions on the role of the 
elementary principal in curriculum development. Seventy returned ques¬ 
tionnaires were analyzed and the activity identified as most important 
to their role in curriculum leadership was evaluating classroom instruc¬ 
tion. 
A review of literature was made to determine premises, competencies, 
and learning conditions to be included in a staff development program. 
Eight premises were used to construct eight lessons with twenty-four 
objectives. 
vi 
Seventeen principals completed a needs assessment and pretest to 
determine competencies they already had and those needing development. 
Principals participated in workshop sessions to correct weaknesses. 
After the sessions, principals completed a posttest to determine if they 
gained the desired competencies, and which aspects of the staff develop¬ 
ment program were most helpful. 
The analysis of the posttest data revealed that principals per¬ 
ceived the staff development program to have assisted them in gaining 
twenty-one objectives. Two objectives were not accomplished with the 
principals and, therefore, recommendations have been suggested on how to 
revise the lesson. One objective was previously obtained by all princi¬ 
pals who participated in the lesson. Therefore, this objective needs 
to be evaluated with other principals to determine if it should be 
deleted or maintained. 
It was determined, then, that the staff development program bene- 
fitted selected principals in gaining curriculum development skills. 
A recommendation for future study is that this program be implemented 
with a larger group of elementary principals to determine if it assists 
them to gain crucial curriculum development skills in a significant and 
lasting manner. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Throughout the United States, society pressures educational institu¬ 
tions to provide an environment that fosters maximum learning for each 
student. Within many communities, local citizens and parents are pres¬ 
suring their school systems to provide a quality education for students. 
In many school buildings, administrators and teachers are examining 
school curricula to make certain students are the recipients of an 
excellent educational program. To ensure that their students are offered 
quality curricula, school personnel need to examine and update their 
existing curricula continually. To do this, school personnel must pos¬ 
sess the necessary skills for curriculum development. In addition, lead¬ 
ership must be provided to guide the curriculum development process. 
Because principals are a key leader in their schools, they should be 
involved in improving the curriculum.^ However, to do this, there is a 
twofold problem. First, the role of the principal in the curriculum 
development process is unclear. Second, not all principals possess the 
necessary curriculum development leadership skills. 
Most educational scholars recommend that elementary principals 
should be actively involved in the curriculum development process for 
school improvement. John Goodlad suggests that the time has come for 
educators to ". . . maintain, justify, and articulate sound comprehensive 
programs of instruction for children and youth."2 Principals should be 
knowledgeable about the development, review, and evaluation of curricula 
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as well as act as a "catalyst to challenge groups of teachers" to design 
and implement a quality curricula.3 As Ronald Dole states, "the first- 
line gatekeeper of curriculum improvement at the crucial points at which 
it normally occurs is the school principal."4 
To be an effective leader in curriculum development requires, spe¬ 
cialized skills. Since not all principals have been involved in curricu¬ 
lum development in the past, it cannot be assumed that they possess the 
necessary skills. To acquire such skills, staff development programs are 
needed for principals. Neale, Bailey, and Ross suggest that principals 
are now called upon to provide leadership for school improvement, but 
they do not possess all the necessary skills. Therefore, programs for 
developing leadership behaviors in principals are needed.3 McNally 
states that, in spite of all the changes we have seen in curriculum con¬ 
tent and organizational structures in schools, many school systems main¬ 
tain that once principals have been certified, they do not need further 
professional development. He states that with so little help for princi¬ 
pal renewal there is "little wonder that principals express confusion and 
frustration" in coping with educational changes. Burnes, Blake, 
Scheldon, and Klopf found principals in need of skills to help them 
develop their schools as total learning environments and to develop com¬ 
petence in curriculum development.7 Therefore, if principals are to ful¬ 
fill their role in curriculum development, they must be afforded an 
opportunity for development of these skills through staff development 
programs. 
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Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this exploratory study was fourfold. First, the per¬ 
ceptions of selected elementary school principals were determined toward 
designated activities which should be included in the desirable role for 
leadership in curriculum development. Second, specific skills for cur¬ 
riculum development for elementary school principals were identified. 
These skills could assist principals to effectively implement curriculum 
improvement in their school settings. Third, a staff development pro¬ 
gram was designed to assist elementary school principals to acquire the 
identified curriculum development skills. Fourth, the staff development 
program was field tested with seventeen elementary school principals, 
and the results were used to determine necessary changes that are likely 
to make the program more effective. Specifically, the research questions 
which guided the present study were: 
1. What are the perceptions of selected elementary princi¬ 
pals toward designated activities associated with their 
desirable role in curriculum development? 
2. What are the major curriculum development skills ele¬ 
mentary principals should have in order to provide 
leadership in improving the curriculum in the school 
setting? 
3. What is the nature of a staff development program to 
assist elementary principals in developing curriculum 
development skills to provide leadership for curriculum 
improvement? 
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4. What specific changes need to be made in the staff 
development program as a result of the field testing? 
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the term curriculum, curriculum 
development, elementary school, elementary principal, staff development, 
role, and skills will be defined. 
Curriculum 
Several definitions which appear in the literature will be used to 
derive the definition for this study. Mauritz Johnson, Jr., states 
curriculum "is a structured series of intended learning outcomes."8 
Ralph Tyler refers to curriculum as "all of the learning of students 
which is planned by and directed by the school to attain its educational 
goals.Ronald C. Doll defines the curriculum of a school as "the 
formal and informal content and process by which learners gain knowledge 
and understanding, develop skills, and alter attitudes, appreciations, 
and values under the auspices of that school."18 Robert L. Sinclair and 
Ward J. Ghory define curriculum "as environments for learning--the 
environment ingredients that have been deliberately shaped to create a 
context for learning."11 In this study, curriculum will be defined as 
the plan of outcomes for the learners within a structured environment 
and under the auspices of the school. 
Curriculum Development 
Jean Helen Young suggests curriculum development is comprised of 
5 
"the establishment of goals for the entire educational program, the 
selection of subjects through which the goals can be achieved, the 
identification of intended learning outcomes, and possibly content that 
comprise the unique contribution of each subject. It also encompasses 
dissemination of the curriculum, planning for implementation of the cur¬ 
riculum, and evaluation of both the curriculum itself and the process 
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that produced it." She further suggests curriculum development "takes 
place prior to a teacher's use of the curriculum as a point of departure 
for teaching." John Rosenberg suggests the atmosphere for curriculum 
development should be conducive to curriculum improvement.^ Therefore, 
curriculum development is defined as the process that takes place prior 
to instruction that consists of establishing goals, identifying learning 
outcomes, planning for implementation, and evaluating the curriculum in 
an atmosphere conducive to curriculum improvement. 
Elementary School 
An elementary school is defined as a structure wherein students are 
enrolled in grades Kindergarten through sixth or a combination thereof. 
To be classified as an elementary school to be used in this study, there 
must be a minimum of three grades in the school. 
Elementary Principal 
For the purposes of this study, an elementary principal is the 
delegated chief administrator of a school building consisting of a 
combination of the aforementioned grade levels. The elementary princi¬ 
pal is also the supervisor of the staff. He is responsible for the 
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evaluation process of teacher performance.15 Teaching principals and 
assistant principals, whose main responsibility is generally that of 
maintaining discipline and teaching in the building, will not be 
included in this definition. 
Staff Development 
Staff development is defined by Betty Di 1 lon-Peterson as the 
"process designed to foster personal and professional growth for indi¬ 
viduals within a respectful, supportive, positive organizational climate 
having as its ultimate aim better learning for students and continuous, 
responsible, self-renewal for educators and schools."15 Therefore, in 
this study, staff development is a process involving a specified sequen¬ 
tial method in an environment that leads to positive change for the par¬ 
ticipants. 
Role 
Eugene Bartoo defines role as "the expectations held as to the 
behavior of persons in a particular grouping."17 Campbell, Corbally, 
and Ramseyer suggest role is the "customary function one serves in carry¬ 
ing out daily work."18 Good's Dictionary of Education defines role as 
"behavior patterns of functions expected of or carried out by an indi¬ 
vidual in a given societal context."1^ For purposes of this study, 
role is defined as the expectations held by particular groups for the 
elementary principal as he carries out his daily work in the curriculum 
development process. 
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Skills 
Peter Gordon and Denis Lawton define skill as "a physical, social 
or mental ability learned mainly through practice and repetition."2G 
Good's Dictionary of Education defines skill as "anything that the indi¬ 
vidual has learned to do with ease and precision; may be either a physi¬ 
cal or a mental performance."21 In this study, skills are defined as 
the abilities or proficiencies that an individual has learned to do 
through practice in the curriculum development process. 
Significance of the Study 
This study is important because it provides one alternative to the 
nebulous role of the elementary principal in curriculum development. 
Proposed herein is a clearer definition of the role of the elementary 
principal in curriculum development leadership, as well as a tested pro¬ 
gram to help principals acquire the necessary skills for this leadership 
role. Confusion and frustration arising from their ambiguous role in 
curriculum development could be prevented in that principals would have 
an understanding of their assigned role and skills which facilitate cur¬ 
riculum development. Through organization of their efforts and skills, 
elementary principals could become the effective leaders in curriculum 
development they are called upon to be. 
Also useful in this study is the list of curriculum development 
skills identified for elementary principals. Educators have stated that 
not all principals possess these skills. Therefore, this list can serve 
as a checklist to determine if principals have the skills. If they do 
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not, an effort could be made by school systems to help their principals 
attain the skills. 
The staff development program described herein is one means that 
could be used to help principals acquire the skills. This program could 
be used by those school personnel responsible for curriculum improvement 
to facilitate principal renewal. The staff development program could 
help principals become knowledgeable in curriculum decision-making and 
assume their leadership role to help teachers at the school building 
level to develop curriculum. 
School system officials who strive to provide a quality education 
for enrolled students could benefit from this study by understanding 
precisely what the role of the elementary principal is and by delegating 
role related responsibilities to principals. Teachers and principals 
are the school personnel closest to the students and, therefore, better 
understand the needs of the students. Comprehending the students' needs 
is vital in developing the quality curricula needed in schools. By 
having the elementary principal be the leader at the building level, 
quality curricula could be better developed. 
At the college or university level, this study could be important 
to professors designing educational administration or curriculum courses. 
The role clarification for the elementary principal in curriculum 
development should assist educational administration professors to plan 
courses that provide guidance for present and future elementary princi¬ 
pals to acquire the necessary leadership skills. The curricular courses 
should help principals gain the knowledge and skills needed for the 
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curriculum decision-making process. 
Finally, this study is significant because it refutes the argument 
Maszarella claims Gary Hoban proposes, that "the position of the 
principal ought to disappear altogether.Throughout this study, 
the role of the elementary principal and the responsibilities he must 
fulfill imply that the elementary principal is the most important 
leader for the curriculum development process at the individual school 
level. 
Delimitations of the Study 
There are three specific delimitations to this study. First, this 
study will examine the role of full-time elementary school principals 
only. Therefore, no attempt should be made to generalize the findings 
of this study to preschool, middle school, junior high, or high school 
principals. 
Second, the sample used for the field testing of this study are 
located in central Pennsylvania. Although an attempt was made to include 
rural, suburban, and urban schools in the population sample, the findings 
of this study should not be generalized to include all elementary school 
principals around the country. 
Third, the staff development program designed in this study is to 
help elementary principals gain curriculum development leadership 
skills. The scope of this study does not include determining if prin¬ 
cipals will carry out their role in curriculum development in their 
schools. 
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Review of the Literature 
The purpose of the literature review was threefold: first, to pro¬ 
vide a rationale for why the elementary principal is a key leader in 
curriculum development; second, to identify skills elementary princi¬ 
pals should have to fulfill their role in curriculum development; and 
third, to state conditions of staff development programs which could 
help principals to acquire curriculum skills for curriculum develop¬ 
ment. 
An examination of pertinent research conducted by administration 
and curriculum scholars was made to derive a rationale for why elemen¬ 
tary principals are key leaders in the curriculum development pro¬ 
cess. 
A review of writings by scholars in both curriculum and administra¬ 
tion was made to generate competencies associated to the role of elemen¬ 
tary principals in the curriculum development process. These skills were 
used to generate premises and competencies for the staff development pro¬ 
gram designed to help principals gain competencies to be leaders in the 
curriculum development process. 
Also, an examination of writings about characteristics of success¬ 
ful staff development programs was made to determine conditions which 
could facilitate principals to acquire curriculum development leadership 
skills. These conditions also served as part of the foundation for the 
staff development program designed to help principals gain competencies 
to fulfill their role in curriculum development. 
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Design of the Study 
This design was organized according to the following four research 
questions which guided the study. 
Question One: What are the perceptions of selected elementary principals 
toward designated activities associated with their desirable role in 
curriculum development? Activities that principals would perform in pro¬ 
viding leadership for curriculum development and that are associated with 
the desirable role for principals were formulated into a questionnaire. 
Each of the activities was listed and the perceptions of elementary 
school principals toward the activities were collected. 
The questionnaire, which was distributed to elementary principals, 
was constructed in the following manner. First, activities identified 
by John Rosenberg in his 1980 dissertation, "The Role of Elementary 
School Principals in the Curriculum Development Process," as associated 
with the role in curriculum development, were constructed into a list. 
This list was given to five curriculum scholars for suggestions of addi¬ 
tional curriculum activities that could be carried out by present or 
future elementary principals. The scholars' suggested activities were 
added to the original list of activities composed by Rosenberg. This 
second list was formed into a questionnaire listing activities associated 
with the role of the elementary principal in curriculum development. 
Responses were made on the questionnaire using the Likert type scale 
which determined if principals considered an activity important or unim- 
field tested with five elementary principals portant. The instrument was 
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in order to make sure that the directions were clear, decide if word 
choices in the items were correct, and determine if the items differen¬ 
tiated among the perceptions of the principals. 
The revised questionnaire and stamped, self-addressed return 
envelope were mailed to the total population of public elementary school 
principals in Lycoming, Northumberland, Union, Schuylkill, Dauphin, 
Snyder, and Montour counties in central Pennsylvania. The 1983-84 
Pennsylvania Education Directory listed this population at eighty-eight. 
The questionnaire was requested to be returned within two weeks. 
At the end of this period, any elementary principals who had not returned 
their questionnaire were mailed a follow-up letter, another copy of the 
questionnaire, and a stamped, self-addressed envelope. Those principals 
who did not return the questionnaire after the follow-up letter were 
telephoned so that a personal request could be made for them to respond. 
All seventy returned questionnaires were tabulated. The data was 
analyzed to determine the activities that the principals considered to 
be fundamental to their role in curriculum development. From the fifty- 
four activities included in the questionnaire, the most important 
activity was selected and used to generate the specific objectives which 
guided the creation of the staff development program. In order to select 
the most important activity, the data was analyzed in a number of ways. 
First, activities receiving seventy percent or greater responses of four 
from the sampled principals were listed as activities which were per¬ 
ceived to be highly associated with the desirable role for elementary 
principals in curriculum development. Second, activities receiving 
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ninety-seven percent or greater responses of three or four were listed 
as activities also considered important to the elementary principal's 
role in curriculum development. Third, principals were asked to identify 
the ten activities they considered the most necessary dimensions of their 
role in curriculum development. By taking the ten top choices from each 
principal, it was possible to identify patterns in which particular 
choices were reoccurring. The activity with the highest frequency of 
choice was considered most important. All three types of data analyses 
were used to identify the activity considered most important to the role 
of elementary principals in curriculum development leadership. This 
activity was evaluating classroom instruction. 
The data was factor analyzed to identify powerful factors and 
associated activities. Because the items did not differentiate the 
responses, it was not possible to identify by factor analysis one or only 
a few activities. 
Question Two: What are the major curriculum development skills elemen¬ 
tary principals should have in order to provide leadership in improving 
the curriculum in the school setting? The activity identified by princi¬ 
pals as most important in providing leadership in improving the school's 
curriculum was evaluating classroom instruction. A literature research 
was made to identify skills associated to the role of the elementary 
principal in evaluating classroom instruction. Scholars' writings in 
both curriculum and administration were reviewed to derive a list of 
competencies needed to carry out the activity. The intention of includ¬ 
ing work offered by both types of scholars was to provide a more 
14 
comprehensive view of the skills needed by principals for evaluating 
classroom instruction. 
After the literature review was completed, the skills were grouped 
under a set of premises and were used in designing the staff development 
program to help elementary principals gain curriculum development, compe¬ 
tencies . 
Question Three: What is the nature of a staff development program to 
assist elementary principals in developing curriculum skills to provide 
leadership for curriculum improvement? The nature of a staff develop¬ 
ment program to assist elementary principals in developing curriculum 
skills to provide leadership for curriculum improvement revolves around 
conditions and skills. A review of literature was done to determine 
specific staff development conditions which would help principals to 
gain curriculum development skills. Examined were works of scholars, 
known for their staff development or inservice education for principals, 
and inservice programs actually conducted with principals. Conditions 
for success derived from this examination were incorporated into the 
designing of the staff development program. 
Also included in the staff development program was the list of 
competencies principals should have in order to provide leadership in 
improving the curriculum in school settings. Using the premises and 
list of evaluating classroom instructional skills, a staff development 
program was planned. First, the set of premises was stated for the 
desirable role of elementary principals in curriculum development. 
Second, a list of objectives was written for skill development and 
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grouped around the premises. Third, learning opportunities were planned 
for the accomplishment of objectives. Conditions identified as important 
to staff development programs for elementary principals were considered 
in planning and implementing learning opportunities in the staff develop¬ 
ment program. Fourth, evaluation criteria were stated for the objectives 
and instruments to assess skill competence were determined. 
After the first draft of the program was developed, it was given to 
three scholars having both theoretical and practical knowledge about cur¬ 
riculum development with elementary principals and staff development pro¬ 
grams for their critique. Suggestions from the reviewers were used to 
revise the staff development program before field testing. 
Question Four: What specific changes need to be made in the staff 
development program as a result of field testing? The staff development 
program designed to help principals gain the skills necessary to provide 
leadership in improving the curriculum in the school setting was field- 
tested. A letter describing the staff development program was mailed to 
eighty-four elementary principals, forty-one superintendents, and two 
supervisors of elementary education in Dauphin, Northumberland, 
Schuylkill, Lycoming, Union, Snyder, and Montour counties in central 
Pennsylvania. A stamped, self-addressed postcard was included for ele¬ 
mentary principals to respond if interested or not interested in partici 
pating in the program. Those persons who did not return the postcard 
were mailed a follow-up letter, a questionnaire, and a stamped, self- 
addressed postcard. All elementary principals who indicated they were 
interested in the program were mailed a letter giving more specific 
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program information, and were telephoned to answer any questions they 
had concerning the program as well as to finalize their participation in 
the program. 
The field testing of this program included four parts. First, the 
elementary principals were given a needs assessment and a written- pre¬ 
assessment to determine which competencies they did or did not possess. 
Those competencies which they already had were not taught to them. When¬ 
ever possible, principals already possessing skills were used to help 
other principals not having the skills to acquire them. Second, the 
staff development program was implemented. Third, post-assessments were 
given to determine the likely impact of the staff development program on 
the competencies of the participants. Fourth, after the staff develop¬ 
ment program was completed, a questionnaire was given to all participants 
to identify concepts and skills discussed during the program workshop 
which they found useful to their individual needs, to list specific 
learning activities used during the workshop which helped them achieve 
program objectives, and to suggest what should be altered or eliminated 
to make the staff development program more effective. 
The next chapter presents a review of the literature used in iden¬ 
tifying the skills and conditions of the staff development program field 
tested with selected elementary principals in central Pennsylvania. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This review of literature has three purposes. First, pertinent 
research conducted by administration and curriculum scholars was ■ 
examined to derive a rationale for why elementary principals are key 
leaders in the curriculum development process. Second, writings by 
scholars in both curriculum and administration were reviewed to generate 
competencies associated to the role of elementary principals in the cur¬ 
riculum development process. These competencies were used to generate 
premises and competencies for a staff development program to help prin¬ 
cipals gain competencies to be leaders in curriculum development. Third, 
writings about characteristics of successful staff development programs 
were examined to determine conditions which could facilitate principals 
to acquire curriculum development leadership skills. These conditions 
served as part of the foundation of the staff development program 
designed to help principals gain competencies to fulfill their role in 
curriculum development. 
Rationale 
In order to derive a rationale for the elementary principal being 
a key leader in the curriculum development process, both administration 
and curriculum scholars' writings were examined. Some curriculum 
scholars whose writings were reviewed include Ronald Doll, John Goodlad, 
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Albert Oliver, Albert Shuster, Milton E. Ploghoft, Robert Sinclair, and 
Ward Ghory. Some administration scholars whose writings were examined 
include Paul Berman, Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, Williard Elsbree, Harold 
McNally, Richard Wynn, Daniel Neale, William Bailey, Billy Ross, Luther 
Bradfield, Leonard Kraft, Neal Gross, Anne Trask, and Kenneth 
Washington. 
From these aforementioned authors' writings, five reasons emerge as 
to why the elementary principal should be considered a leader in the cur¬ 
riculum development process. First, the local school is the unit at 
which curriculum development decisions should be made. As leader of the 
local school, the elementary principal should be the leader in curricu¬ 
lum development. Second, setting and implementing goals to address stu¬ 
dents' needs is crucial to curriculum development. Since it is the prin¬ 
cipal of the school who best understands the needs of the school's staff 
and students, he should use his knowledge to lead in goal setting, a 
component of curriculum development. Third, as gatekeeper of the local 
school, the principal has access to information on innovative programs 
that could be beneficial to his school. As a leader in curriculum 
development, he should share pertinent information with his staff. 
Fourth, the principal has power to act as a catalyst and motivate teach¬ 
ers to participate in curriculum development programs. His leadership 
in curriculum development should show his support and motivate others to 
participate in curriculum development activities. Fifth, the principal 
establishes a mission for the school. His leadership emphasizes the 
priorities of the school. He should lead his staff to pursue these 
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priorities in curriculum development. 
The School Is the Unit for 
Curriculum Development 
Many authors suggest that the individual school is the unit at 
which curriculum development should occur. John Goodlad suggests that 
the unit for school improvement should be the individual school.1 He 
states that while an entire school system or school district is too 
large for change to occur, the teacher's individual classroom is con¬ 
versely too small a unit to result in lasting curriculum improvement. 
Therefore, Goodlad states the local school is the largest unit at which 
curriculum improvement should occur.2 Berman and McLaughlin's research 
supports this shifting of action for school improvement from the tradi¬ 
tional places of the superintendent's office or districtwide activities 
to the local school and the principal's office.3 Neale, Bailey, and 
Ross also concur with Goodlad. They state "the local school, as a social 
organization, is the optimal focus for change; successful change can best 
be brought about by continuous efforts to improve the local school build¬ 
ing organization as a total unit."^ 
As the leader of the individual school building, the principal 
should be the leader in the curriculum development process. Bradfield 
and Kraft support this view. They state, "clearly the elementary princi¬ 
pal is the key figure in effecting instructional improvement within his 
school."5 James Lipham suggests that research supports the local school 
is the unit for educational improvement, and that the principal's leader- 
ship is crucial to the school's success. Shuster and Ploghoft state 
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that authorities recommend the local school be the basic unit for cur¬ 
riculum improvement and that "this practice places the principal 
in a strategic position for promoting improved learning experiences."^ 
Therefore, in summarizing the literature, this researcher sug¬ 
gests the local elementary school is the unit at which curriculum 
development should occur. Furthermore, the leader of the elementary 
school, the principal, should be the leader in the curriculum develop¬ 
ment process. 
The Principal Is Involved 
in Goal Setting 
One of the important components in curriculum development is setting 
goals. The principal should be a leader in goal setting for a school. 
The effective principal is the leader closest to students, staff, and 
parents. He understands their needs. He should use his knowledge of 
these needs to help in setting goals for students to result in curriculum 
improvement. The principal is better able to lead in school curriculum 
development projects. 
Although teachers help in setting goals for their grade level, they 
are often too busy in their classroom to have time to set goals for the 
entire school. It is the principal who has a comprehensive view of the 
school, which is needed in setting goals. He can address problems 
unique to classes, grade levels, and the entire school. He can assist 
teachers to identify their students' and school's needs, set goals, and 
get a consensus among staff on goals to provide students with a quality 
O 
curriculum. 
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Authors support the principal as the key figure in setting goals. 
Ronald C. Doll states that it is the principal who observes the curricu¬ 
lum in action in many classrooms. The principal listens to and observes 
teachers implementing the curriculum, as well as observes the pupils for 
whom the curriculum is planned. It is the principal who "develops 
insights into needs for curriculum change that stem directly from his 
close contact with the educational scene."0 
Clark, Lotto, and McCarthy analyzed more than 1200 studies and 
found the principal is important to successful schools. In their analy¬ 
sis, successful schools and educational programs were "characterized by 
clearly stated curricular goals and objectives."10 The elementary prin¬ 
cipal should articulate the goals for an elementary program. 
Stoops, Rafferty, and Johnson also support the elementary principal 
as curriculum leader. They state that a good school program is goal 
oriented, and it is the principal's responsibility to keep attention 
focused on the goals. The principal's functions should include revising 
the curriculum, which includes formulating goals and objectives.11 
Ursula C. Pinero states that effective principals in schools are 
involved in the curriculum development process. One of the ways she 
recommends for active principal involvement in the school's instructional 
program is for them to set clear goals for the school's instructional 
program and then articulate these goals to students, faculty, and com- 
12 
mum ty. 
In summarizing the literature on goal setting and curriculum 
development, this researcher suggests that goal setting is crucial to 
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curriculum development. Because the principal is the school leader 
closest to students, staff, and parents, he understands their needs 
best. Therefore, he should use this knowledge to be a key leader in the 
curriculum development process. 
The Principal Acts 
as a Gatekeeper 
As leader of the elementary school, the principal acts as gatekeeper 
for curriculum decisions. The principal can have tremendous impact on 
information coming into or going out of a school. He should use this 
information to be a leader in curriculum development. 
Curriculum scholars state that the principal functions as a gate¬ 
keeper through his control of curriculum related issues. Ronald C. Doll 
states that the "first-line gatekeeper of curriculum improvement at which 
it normally occurs is the school principal."^3 Albert Oliver states that 
the principal acts as a gatekeeper in that he can and should be aware of 
events both inside and outside the school.^ Sinclair and Ghory state 
that principals are the gatekeepers for action in bringing about curricu¬ 
lum improvementJ5 Principals have the power to open the school's gates 
to allow new educational practices to be tried or to keep the school's 
gates closed so that very little information enters or exits the build¬ 
ing. 
A principal has many interactions which result in his being a gate¬ 
keeper for curriculum improvement. He has many opportunities to attend 
conferences sponsored by national, state, and local agencies to learn 
about innovations and educational practices taking place elsewhere. Many 
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pieces of literature describing new educational programs and instruc¬ 
tional materials cross his desk daily. Telephone calls to and from 
educational agencies provide him with information which could assist in 
improving the curriculum. At the local level, he is the chief link 
between the school and the central office. He establishes communication 
channels between the teachers within the building and the members of the 
entire school district. He is the person who speaks to and listens to 
community members and school directors on the topic of the school cur¬ 
riculum. The principal is the person who most often disseminates educa¬ 
tional issues to newspapers to inform the public of the latest curricu¬ 
lum improvement projects going on in the local school. He has a total 
perspective of curriculum concerns common to all teachers or to special 
individuals.^ He should be the leader who helps teachers identify cur¬ 
riculum concerns from both within and outside the school. He should 
share latest educational practices with staff. By his knowing where 
innovations have been tried successfully, he is able to provide teachers 
with much information, so that at the outstart of new programs they 
begin with a measure of security for success.^ 
By being the leader of the local school, as gatekeeper, the princi¬ 
pal can do much to transfer information into his school for the purpose 
of curriculum improvement. 
The Principal Is a Catalyst 
The principal is the person who acts as a catalyst in bringing 
about change within the school unit. The principal as a catalyst gives 
his support and motivates others to spend time and resources on improving 
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programs. He serves as a catalyst in curriculum development. 
Luther Bradfield and Leonard Kraft state "the principal is responsi¬ 
ble for providing leadership for the school staff in the development, 
review, and evaluation of the curriculum." The principal acts as a 
"catalyst in working with groups of teachers" to challenge them to 
design and implement quality curricula for students.^ 
Other authors support having the principal be the leader in the 
local school to bring about educational reform. Daniel Neale, William 
Bailey, and Billy Ross suggest strong principal leadership creates 
change. Lack of principal support for change often results in a renewal 
activity being unsuccessful. They further state recent studies of 
schools show that where change was successful, a strong leader, usually 
the principal, acted as an "educational sparkplug to energize others."^ 
Lipham classifies principals as "key internal change agents" and states 
?n 
that no substantial changes will occur without principal support. 
Neal Gross and Anne Trask also suggest principals are accountable for 
providing high quality instructional programs. Principals are expected 
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to act as catalysts to bring innovations into the school's curriculum. 
Dale Brubaker states that the principal is an educational leader and 
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therefore must face the challenge to inspire others. 
Leslee J. Bishop suggests that the principal has many ways to act 
as a catalyst when he becomes aware of new educational ideas. The 
principal shares in the initiation and in the policy determination for a 
new educational program's design, time, and personnel allocations within 
the school. It is the principal who introduces ideas to his staff in 
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meetings. He gains their support by assigning staff responsibilities 
that include time and school resources. The principal also informs 
parents of educational programs. He works with groups of teachers, 
modifies schedules, and helps select appropriate learning materials. He 
assists the new curriculum ideas to become implemented in the school.23 
The principal has the authority to initiate staff development programs 
to assist teachers in curriculum development. If he does not, Bishop 
notes, successful curriculum development will probably not occur.2^ 
The principal is in a position to serve as a catalyst to facilitate 
curriculum development in schools. He can exert strong pressure on 
teachers to be involved in curriculum development. He formulates the 
budget and has decision-making power for appropriateness. He has 
authority to fund or not to fund innovative programs. He has the knowl¬ 
edge of where innovative programs are being successsful and can give 
teachers the necessary time to visit these sites. He can give intrinsic 
rewards to teachers who are willing to develop and implement the curricu¬ 
lum. His interest will motivate teachers to work toward curriculum 
improvement. 
The principal should be a catalyst in a school to bring about cur¬ 
riculum development. He should fulfill his leadership role at the ele¬ 
mentary 1evel. 
The Principal Sets the 
Mission of the School 
The principal sets the mission and the ambiance for the school and 
its improvement. He has tremendous impact on the climate or learning 
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environment of a school. He has the potential to be a leader in curricu¬ 
lar issues and to set a course of action to foster students and staff to 
do their best. Carl Glickman and James Esposito state that most people 
really do want to improve themselves. Teachers do want to perform in 
ways they believe are in the best interest of students.25 The principal 
should lead teachers to provide a quality curriculum for students. 
Scholars recommend and offer documentation that the principal be the 
person to set the mission for the school so that his staff and students 
will achieve. Joan Shoemaker and Hugh Fraser reviewed studies of school 
effectiveness and found that principals were important in determining 
school effectiveness. They state, "the most consistent finding in the 
majority of studies of school effectiveness is the crucial connection 
between expectations and achievement. Study after study reinforces the 
fact that students and teachers live up to our expectations of them."25 
Kenneth Washington states that the principal influences the teachers' 
achievements. He states, teachers' performances "more often than not 
match the expectations of their principals.Therefore, the principal 
must keep students and teachers focused on the priorities of the school. 
The manner in which a principal pursues the local school's goals deter¬ 
mines how he sets his mission. A principal must have priorities to guide 
the local school. If he pursues the priorities with determination, staff 
and students will follow. If he does not pursue the priorities with 
zest, teachers and students will view goals as unimportant. Principals 
with a sense of mission and direction help teachers spend their time and 
energy pursuing the school's primary goals. Principals without a sense 
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of mission foster their staff to be consumed by second-order priori- 
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ties. Stoops, Rafferty, and Johnson state, "the principal's leadership 
role draws all staff members like a magnet toward an improved educational 
program. Sometimes the lack of leadership is a wet blanket that stifles 
teacher creativity. John Goodlad states it is the principal who 
shapes the ambiance and sense of mission for a school.3^ 
The principal is the most influential leader at the local school. 
He is responsible for all primary and secondary goals pursued within the 
school. He also can set the pace and direction for goal achievement 
within his school. He should use his leadership potential to focus his 
staff and students on improving the school's learning environment. 
Robert Sinclair and Ward Ghory state this influence in a simple way, 
"So goes the principal, so goes the school."31 The principal should be 
a leader on the mission to curriculum development. 
In this section of the chapter, five reasons have been presented as 
to why the elementary principal should be a leader in curriculum develop¬ 
ment. First, the local school is the unit at which curriculum develop¬ 
ment should occur. As the leader of the local school, the principal 
should be the leader of curriculum development. Second, the principal is 
the leader closest to students and staff and knows their needs best. He 
should use this knowledge to provide leadership in goal setting, a compo¬ 
nent of curriculum development. Third, as leader of the elementary 
school, the principal acts as a gatekeeper for curriculum decisions. He 
has the power to disseminate or not to disseminate new ideas into the 
school. He is the leader at the building level who receives most new 
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information and knows whether it is appropriate or not for his school. 
He should allow information into his school that will help the curricu¬ 
lum. Fourth, the principal has the power to act as a catalyst. He can 
motivate teachers to want to try innovative curriculum ideas. Fifth, 
the principal sets the mission of the school. One of the principal's 
tasks should be setting priorities to lead his school on the mission of 
curriculum development. 
Competencies of Elementary Principals 
in Curriculum Development 
In this section of the chapter, writings by scholars in both cur¬ 
riculum and administration are reviewed for the purpose of generating 
competencies and premises associated to the role of elementary princi¬ 
pals in the curriculum development process. A review of the literature 
revealed that more curriculum than administrative scholars addressed 
these competencies. The activity identified by central Pennsylvania 
principals as most important to their role was evaluating classroom 
instruction. Therefore literature was reviewed to generate competencies 
and premises for principals to have in order to evaluate classroom 
instruction. Curriculum scholars' writings examined and discussed in 
this chapter include Bloom, Doll, Gephart, Popham, Taba, Tuckman, and 
Tyler. Administration scholars' writings examined and discussed in this 
chapter include Bishop, Keefe, and Fischer. 
The specific skills identified in the literature review for evalu¬ 
ating classroom instruction are discussed in this section of the chapter. 
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These skills suggest that an elementary principal should be clear in his 
definition of evaluation, should know the different types of evaluation, 
should be able to differentiate evaluation and measurement, and should 
be familiar with evaluation designs. In addition, the principal should 
recognize that as teachers carry out instruction, hidden curricula are 
sometimes conveyed to students; he should recognize an association 
between the written and practiced curriculum in the classroom; and he 
should be familiar with different learning and teaching styles that can 
occur within the classroom. 
Definition of Evaluation 
In order to evaluate classroom instruction, a principal has to have 
a clear understanding of the evaluation process. Only through a clear 
statement of the parameters of evaluation can educators communicate from 
a common reference point. A review of the literature shows there is no 
one statement or definition of evaluation. Therefore, in order for a 
principal to evaluate classroom instruction, he must be able to define 
for himself and to articulate to others exactly what he perceives evalua¬ 
tion to be. 
W. James Popham defines evaluation as the "assessment of merit 
regarding educational phenomena."32 By this definition, it is determin¬ 
ing the relative goodness or worth of whatever is being evaluated. 
Popham further states that it is taking what has been collected in edu- 
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cational research and putting a value on it. 
Feyereisen, Fiorino, and Nowak suggest that evaluation could be 
defined as "a systematic process for judging the adequacy of the 
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achievement of the objectives of the system.34 For evaluation to 
occur, the objectives, observations or measurements, and values are 
needed. 
Hilda Taba states evaluation is the process of determining changes 
which have occurred in students' behaviors, appraising them against 
values represented in the learning objectives, and determining how far 
the objectives of education have been achieved.35 This process involves 
clarifying objectives, determining how to collect data, summarizing and 
interpreting the data, and using the conclusions to improve whatever has 
been evaluated. 
Bishop, Doll, and Tuckman offer the following definitions of evalua¬ 
tion. Leslee J. Bishop states evaluation is "the process and standard 
used to assign worth or value to the evidence that has been collected."35 
Ronald C. Doll writes evaluation is a "broad and continuous effort to 
inquire into the effects of utilizing educational content and process 
according to clearly defined goals."3^ Bruce Wayne Tuckman defines 
evaluation as "a procedure and design used to determine whether, and to 
what extent, the measured outcomes for a given set of instructional 
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inputs match the intended or prespecified outcomes." 
Benjamin Bloom, J. Thomas Hastings, and George F. Madaus define 
evaluation in terms of changes in student behaviors. To these authors, 
evaluation "is the systematic collection of evidence to determine 
whether in fact certain changes are taking place in the learners as well 
as to determine the amount or degree of change in individual stu- 
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Ralph Tyler suggests evaluation is determining to what extent the 
educational objectives of a program are actually being realized. Since 
Tyler states educational objectives in terms of changes in students' 
behaviors, evaluation is "the process for determining the degree to which 
these changes in behavior are actually taking place.Tyler further 
suggests that evaluation has two important aspects. First, students' 
behaviors must be appraised. Second, the behaviors must be appraised 
more than once. Appraisal is needed to determine students' behavioral 
levels. By appraising students' performance levels more than once, there 
will be a basis for comparison to determine if changes in students' 
behaviors have been achieved. 
A review of the literature has shown there is no single definition 
of evaluation. Furthermore, there appears to be no consensus that one 
definition for evaluation will be reached in the near future. Therefore, 
one of the premises to guide this study is as follows: 
First Premise: Although there exist many definitions of 
evaluation, there is no consensus for one definition. A 
definition of evaluation is needed by persons carrying out 
the process of evaluation so they understand its parameters. 
Types of Evaluation 
In his book, Evaluating Instruction, W. James Popham suggests there 
are competencies which educators need to employ as they evaluate instruc¬ 
tion. One of the concepts which he states educators need to understand 
includes being able to differentiate between the two types of evaluation, 
formative and summative.^ 
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Scholars do agree that there are two types of evaluation. Evalua¬ 
tion is distinguished into formative evaluation and summative evaluation. 
Formative evaluation refers to evaluating a process or goal while it is 
still occurring. Summative evaluation refers to evaluating a process or 
goal after it is completed. 
Scholars describe formative evaluation as occurring during the 
evaluation process. W. James Popham states formative evaluation occurs 
when an instructional sequence is evaluated to improve the sequence 
itself. Leslee J. Bishop states formative evaluation "provides the 
en-route assessments that are made prior to the terminal point" of a 
project or program.^ Benjamin S. Bloom, J. Thomas Hastings, and 
George F. Madaus suggest formative evaluation provides the teacher and 
student with feedback information as the learner progresses through a 
learning unit.^ Bruce W. Tuckman defines formative evaluation as "an 
examination of the outcomes of a group experiencing a program relative 
to the objectives of the program."^5 
While formative evaluation occurs during the implementation of a 
program or goal for the purpose of improving the program or goal imple¬ 
mentation process, summative evaluation occurs at the terminal point of 
the program or the implementation of the goal. 
Scholars who define summative evaluation as occurring at a terminal 
point or to measure program outcomes include Bishop, Popham, Tuckman, 
and Bloom, Hastings, and Madaus. Leslee J. Bishop states: 
Summative evaluation occurs at the termination of a project 
or program. It provides evidences as to overall effective¬ 
ness and offers a review of the total operation in terms of 
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its design and implementation. These data are useful for 
predicting the utility of a plan and sequence. They provide 
baseline data for subsequent program planning and perhaps 
norms useful for innovative, interim, and individualized 
efforts. The results are obtained in pre-post testing, 
longitudinal research, and experimental designs; they also 
include consequences extending beyond, and perhaps unantici¬ 
pated or not evident in, the ongoing review process.46 
W. James Popham states that appraising the worth of an instructional 
sequence or program after it is completed is known as summative evalua¬ 
tion.47 Bruce Tuckman defines it as "an examination of the outcomes of 
a group or groups experiencing the program to be evaluated in comparison 
to the outcomes of another similar group from which the program is with- 
48 held. Benjamin S. Bloom, J. Thomas Hastings, and George F. Madaus sug¬ 
gest summative evaluation is a general assessment of to what degree the 
larger outcomes of a program, course, or goal have been attained.49 
To summarize, evaluation which is formative in nature occurs during 
the implementation of a program, while summative evaluation occurs at the 
end of the program. Formative evaluation, which occurs while a program 
is being implemented, gives results which indicate if the program par¬ 
ticipants are achieving the planned goals. At this point, evaluation 
results give program developers and implementers information that enables 
them to either continue with the program or project as planned and/or to 
make alterations to better meet the objectives. Formative evaluation 
focuses on the sequence of a program and provides information to improve 
it while it is being implemented. Summative evaluation, which occurs at 
the end of a program or project, focuses on examining the entire program 
to determine if all the objectives have been achieved. Summative evalua¬ 
tion provides information on the overall effectiveness of a program. 
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Also, summative evaluation sometimes provides information for subsequent 
planning of new projects or programs. 
Scholars suggest that educators need to be knowledgeable about the 
two types of evaluation. Therefore, one of the premises to guide this 
study is as follows: 
Second Premise: There are different types of evaluation. 
They are formative evaluation and summative evaluation. 
Educators need to know these two types of evaluation so they 
can match the type of evaluation to the function it is to 
serve. 
Evaluation and Measurement 
Another competency suggested by Popham that educators need to have 
in order to evaluate instruction is the ability to differentiate measure¬ 
ment and evaluation.^ Some people, however, use these two terms synony¬ 
mously. Hilda Taba states that authors of books on evaluation often make 
this error when they discuss evaluation in the first few chapters of the 
book and "then proceed to discuss the varieties of measurement."^ Most 
scholars agree that the terms differ. 
Measurement refers to the collection of data. Hilda Taba states 
measurement is the process which obtains a "quantified representation 
of some characteristic." She further suggests, "the process of measure¬ 
ment is fundamentally descriptive, inasmuch as it indicates in some 
quantity the degree to which a trait is possessed." To Taba, measurement 
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tends to focus on narrow, specific, and clearly-defined characteristics. 
W. James Popham concurs with Taba when he states "measurement consists of 
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an assessment of the current status of a phenomenon in a precise 
fashion." To Popham, measurement is the counting or enumeration of 
some characteristic so one can accurately describe the attribute. Mea¬ 
surement is collecting data to describe what is being assessed. 
Although measurement is needed for evaluation to occur, evaluation 
is not needed to conduct measurement. In the definitions of evaluation 
previously discussed, one of its commonalities is that a judgment or 
value is placed on some attribute. Conversely, measurement refers to 
the collection of data with no educational value placed on the findings. 
Popham states that at no time in the measurement operation is one 
obliged to make any value judgment about the goodness or badness of a 
performance or measured attribute. Measurement involves only a precise 
description; no value is placed on the described phenomena.^ 
In order to carry out the evaluation process, principals need to be 
able to distinguish between the measurement process and evaluation 
process. In the next few paragraphs, two types of measurement techniques 
will be discussed. In the next topic, the process of evaluation will be 
discussed. 
Two measurement techniques stated by Popham that educators engaged 
in evaluation should know and be able to distinguish between are 
criterion-referenced measurement and norm-referenced measurement. 
Popham states that norm-referenced instruments measure an individual's 
performance in relationship to the performance of other participants on 
the same measuring device. An individual performance score is compared 
to group scores.56 Tuckman states that norm-referenced measures compare 
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a student s results to a group's results in order to report the indi¬ 
vidual student's outcomes in terms of his relative standing in the 
group.^ Norm-referenced scores are sometimes reported by grade level, 
a number (IQ), or a percentile score. Criterion-referenced instruments 
measure an individual's performance with respect to some established cri¬ 
teria or expected standard.^ /\n individual's performance score is not 
compared to other participants' scores, but is interpreted by comparison 
with predetermined criterion. Tuckman states that criterion-referenced 
measures compare a student's test results to an absolute standard in 
order to report the individual student's outcomes in terms of percent of 
items or objectives achieved correctly.^ 
Although some educators write evaluation books using evaluation and 
measurement synonymously, most scholars do agree that the terms differ. 
Therefore, one of the premises to guide this study is as follows: 
Third Premise: Many educational practitioners equate measure¬ 
ment with evaluation. These terms are not the same, and prac¬ 
titioners need to be able to differentiate them in order to 
be knowledgeable in the process of evaluation. Furthermore, 
principals should be familiar with the two types of measure¬ 
ment techniques which can be used for data collection in the 
evaluation process. 
Evaluation Design 
Scholars suggest that evaluation needs to be carried out in a sys¬ 
tematic and structured manner. Furthermore, they suggest that the evalua¬ 
tion process can be divided into elements and arranged in a sequential 
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order to develop an evaluation design. Three scholars to be discussed 
in this section of the chapter include Hilda Taba, Leslee J. Bishop, and 
Wi11iam Gephart. 
Hilda Taba states that evaluation involves four distinct elements. 
These elements, which include objectives, ways of gathering evidence, 
summarizing and interpreting the data, and using the findings to improve 
the program, can be seen in Figure 1. Taba states a comprehensive 
evaluation process needs all four elements in order to be an integral 
part of curriculum development.^ 
First, Taba suggests that objectives must be stated and clarified 
to the point of describing appropriate behaviors which will represent 
achievement in a certain area. She states that education seeks to change 
students' behaviors. These changes are written in the form of the objec¬ 
tives. During the evaluation process, a determination is made as to the 
extent of student changes and the degree to which the objectives have 
been attained. 
Second, Taba recommends developing and using a variety of ways to 
gather evidence on changes in students. She suggests the nature of the 
objectives will dictate the best type of data gathering method to use. 
Included in these methods could be paper-and-penci1 tests, criterion- 
referenced or norm-referenced tests, records of various sorts, or obser- 
c "I 
vations of behaviors and performances. 
Third, Taba states that appropriate ways of summarizing and inter¬ 
preting the evidence to be gathered on students must be determined. Taba 
suggests that data collected needs to be appraised by some criteria so 
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Objectives Ways to 
Collect 
Evidence 
(Described 
in student 
behaviors) 
Ways to 
Summarize 
Data 
Ways to 
Interpret 
Data 
Use of 
Information 
Figure 1. Hilda Taba's Evaluation Design 
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information is interpreted as a unified pattern.62 
Fourth, Taba suggests that the information gathered on the 
progress, or at times lack of progress, by students is translated into 
improving the school's curriculum.63 The interpretation of the data is 
used to reinforce objectives that were accomplished successfully.' Data 
could also be used to recommend improvements needed by students. These 
needed improvements could lead to new objectives and the beginning of 
another evaluation process. 
The second evaluation design to be examined is that of Leslee J. 
Bishop. Bishop's design forms a cycle and can be seen in Figure 2.6^ 
Bishop's process of evaluation begins by establishing objectives based 
on an identified need, determining a plan of action, gathering data, 
processing the data, and appraising the progress. Bishop further sug¬ 
gests the evaluation process should be a cycle in that feedback from the 
data collection is used in establishing objectives, the beginning of a 
new evaluation process. 
Bishop's evaluation design begins with the identification of a need 
or area to be evaluated. Based on this need, objectives are identified. 
Objectives could range from curriculum objectives to establishing objec¬ 
tives for a staff development program. Bishop recommends that as objec¬ 
tives are established they should be written in specific behavioral 
terms. 
Second, Bishop states a plan of action must be determined. Having 
identified behaviors to observe, Bishop states an examination of litera¬ 
ture should be made to determine different types of measurement 
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techniques appropriate in collecting information on the extent or nature 
of change that has occurred in students' behaviors as stated in the 
objectives. 
Third, based on the literature review, the identified specific 
measurement techniques are implemented. These measures could include 
records of events, performance records, interviews, observer reports, 
norm-referenced or criterion-referenced tests, questionnaires, checklists, 
case studies, activity logs, ratings, interviews, opinionnaires, or anec¬ 
dotal records.65 These instruments could be commercially prepared or 
designed by the evaluation team. Having determined the appropriate 
instruments or procedures to use, the instruments are then actually 
implemented to collect data. 
Fourth, the data collected is processed. The data is examined to 
determine to what extent a change or gain has occurred. A standard must 
be established so the evaluator can determine if there is a discrepancy 
between the objective and measured behavior. Bishop defines discrepancy 
as "the difference between the objective or expected outcome and the mea¬ 
sured achievement of that objective, that is, the fit between objectives 
and critical variables."66 
Fifth, progress is appraised. A judgment is made on the progress 
toward each objective. That is, a worth or value is placed on the data 
collected. The evaluator has to determine what the merits and short¬ 
comings of the program were as well as if any unexpected or fortuitous 
findings resulted.' 
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Sixth, Bishop suggests that after a judgment has been made on the 
results of the data and the evaluation is completed, the evaluator needs 
to disseminate the information. Bishop refers to this phase beyond 
evaluation as "Feedback and Recycle." He states, "these feedback items 
are not evaluation per se, but are considered basic reason for the evalua¬ 
tion to be made."68 The disseminated information could go to all person¬ 
nel, ranging from those in the classroom to district offices to the 
public. The results of the evaluation should be used to implement 
decision-making on successful planning and activities to be continued, 
planning and activities to be modified, and implementations to be 
altered. Personnel to carry out the evaluation recommendations need to 
be determined, also. Finally, the recommendations should be written in 
the form of new objectives or be used to revise the existing objectives. 
These statements of objectives are the first step of the evaluation 
process and the cycle begins again. 
The third evaluation design to be examined is that of William 
Gephart. Although Gephart does not offer a schematic representation of 
his evaluation process as Bishop does, the elements of his evaluation 
process are systematic. 
Gephart's evaluation design has four elements. They include deter¬ 
mining goals and ways of accomplishing them, what variables will be 
examined, how data will be collected and analyzed, and how the report 
69 
will reflect the relative worth of the findings by the decision makers. 
Gephart's design includes the same first element as Taba's and 
Bishop's. That is, a plan of action is to be accomplished. Gephart 
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states there are many goals to be accomplished by educators. The first 
type of decision-making educators need to carry out is selecting goals 
and determining how best to accomplish them. Educators cannot achieve 
all the goals that need to be accomplished to educate students. There¬ 
fore, educators need to determine on which goals the curriculum will 
focus. Having selected the goals, educators next need to choose how best 
to carry out activities to accomplish these goals. Since many choices of 
plans are available in accomplishing these activities, educators must 
make a selection of which plan to pursue. 
The second stage of Gephart's evaluation process is to determine 
what variables will be examined. That is, what variables or indicators 
in the program will be examined to determine if the objectives are being 
met. These variables to be collected will suggest how the next stage, 
collection and analysis of data, should be implemented. 
The third stage, collection and analysis of data, refers to the com¬ 
pletion of data collection by the evaluators through quantitative or 
qualitative evaluation measures. After the data has been collected, it 
will be analyzed to determine how much of the goal has been accomplished. 
At this point, only data collection takes place; no worth is placed on 
the data findings and analysis. 
The fourth stage, reporting the relative worth of the findings, 
refers to the evaluators preparing a report and making a judgment on the 
data findings. The evaluators make a determination of whether the goals 
have or have not been accomplished successfully as well as areas needing 
changes and those needing none. 
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Sibeso Mukoboto, a student at the University of Massachusetts, 
implemented Gephart's evaluation design in an evaluation project carried 
out in Massachusetts. See Figure 3.70 
The elements of the evaluation process, as described by Taba, 
Bishop, and Gephart, have been reviewed in this section of the chapter. 
All three scholars suggest evaluation should be carried out in a sys¬ 
tematic manner. Commonalities found in the three authors' processes of 
evaluation include a statement of objectives or goals, the need to col¬ 
lect data, the need to summarize and analyze data, and determining a 
method of reporting judged findings. Therefore, one of the premises to 
guide this study is as follows: 
Fourth Premise: Scholars have suggested that evaluation is 
a process that should be carried out in a systematic and 
structured manner. Furthermore, they suggest the evalua¬ 
tion process can be divided into elements and arranged in a 
sequential order. Some scholars group these elements into 
evaluation designs. Principals involved in the evaluation 
process should be familiar with these elements. 
Scholars such as John Goodlad, Ralph Tyler, and Hilda Taba state 
that one of the components of curriculum development is the actual 
implementation of the written curriculum.71 Therefore, as principals 
evaluate classroom instruction, one of their tasks must be to make cer¬ 
tain that the classroom instruction implements the school's curriculum. 
The next two topics in this section of this chapter will focus on the 
curriculum and its implementation. 
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Hidden Curriculum 
Scholars suggest that not all student learning is planned. The 
planned curriculum of many schools consists of written objectives to 
guide teachers in their educational planning, instructional strategies 
and programs to carry out the objectives, and evaluation to determine if 
the objectives have been achieved. Sinclair and Ghory term this curricu¬ 
lum the "expressed curriculum." However, unplanned learning experiences 
also occur within many schools. Student interaction with the planned 
curriculum results in unanticipated learning. Sinclair and Ghory term 
this curriculum the "implied curriculum."72 The curriculum resulting 
from unplanned learning experiences is also called the hidden curriculum. 
A hidden curriculum is developed when a student interacts with the 
planned curriculum. Ronald C. Doll states, "the hidden curriculum is 
the pupil's own curriculum by means of which he or she copes with the 
school's bureaucratic organization and arrangements and with his or her 
social relationships inside the school."73 As a hidden agenda often 
exists during meetings, a hidden curriculum can exist within a class¬ 
room. Michael W. Apple defines the hidden curriculum as "the facit 
teaching to students of norms, values, and dispositions that goes on 
simply by their living in and coping with the instructional expectations 
and routines of schools day in and day out for a number of years."74 
As students go through the daily schedules prepared for them by 
teachers, they acquire learnings through an implied dimension of curricu¬ 
lum. A teacher who suggests that both women and men can be doctors, but 
who always exhibits photos of only male doctors, could be allowing 
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students to imply that only men can really become doctors. 
Collateral learning is also a part of the hidden curriculum. Col¬ 
lateral learning is the outcome of a student's interaction with subject 
matter.75 A student who gets perfect scores on math tests but intensely 
dislikes the subject has negative collateral learning. The student who 
sits in music class listening to classical music but dislikes all experi 
ences associated to music class has negative collateral learning. Col¬ 
lateral learning, a part of the hidden curriculum, could impact a stu¬ 
dent's life more than any grade he receives in a class. Tanner states, 
"indeed, most of the factual information learned in school is readily 
forgotten soon after the examination, whereas collateral learning as 
connected with attitudes, appreciations, and values can be far more 
enduring."75 
Albert I. Oliver suggests that many variables in a student's learn¬ 
ing environment impact the hidden curriculum.77 Included in these 
variables are teachers selecting textbooks which emphasize one concept 
while ignoring another, teachers providing nonverbal cues which give 
contrasting messages to those being verbally given to students, and 
physical climates of schools which can provide students with a positive 
or negative message about administrative attitude toward learning. 
The hidden curriculum can have impact on the learning that occurs 
in the classroom. As the principal evaluates classroom instruction, he 
must be conscious of the hidden curriculum. Therefore, one of the 
premises to guide this study is as follows: 
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Fifth Premise: Educators devote much time to planning the 
curriculum for students. Yet, many times, students receive 
conflicting signals from teachers and principals on issues 
in the curriculum. For teachers to be effective in the 
classroom and for elementary principals to help them to be 
effective, the hidden curriculum should be considered by 
principals when evaluating classroom instruction. 
Written Curriculum and 
Practiced Curriculum 
In the curriculum development process, the planned curriculum must 
be implemented. The curriculum practiced in the classroom should be the 
same as the written curriculum. As a teacher implements an instruc¬ 
tional program, he should be able to show an association between the 
lesson and the school's written curriculum. In the state of 
Pennsylvania, a copy of the school's written curriculum must be availa¬ 
ble for inspection by the Pennsylvania Department of Education, school 
staff, parents, and community members. Classroom instruction should 
reflect this curriculum. A principal needs to make certain the written 
curriculum is being implemented. 
One of the skills needed in writing the curriculum and translating 
the written curriculum into an instructional program is the ability to 
write instructional objectives. Robert F. Mager suggests that instruc¬ 
tional objectives should be a statement of proposed change in a learner. 
The objectives should state the intended outcomes of instruction in 
terms of expected student terminal behavior. The terminal behavior 
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should identify or name the act or criterion which will be considered 
acceptable that the learner has achieved the objectives. Also, objec¬ 
tives should describe conditions that exclude acts that are considered 
unacceptable.78 Mager recommends using the following three questions to 
review instructional objectives for completeness and clarity: 
1. Does the statement describe what the learner will be 
doing when he is demonstrating that he has reached 
the objective? 
2. Does the statement describe the important conditions 
(givens and/or restrictions) under which the learner 
will be expected to demonstrate his competence? 
3. Does the statement indicate how the learner will be 
evaluated? Does it describe at least the lower 
limit of acceptable performance?7^ 
The authors Kibler, Cegala, Watson, Barker, and Miles suggest there 
are five components teachers should know in order to write instructional 
objectives. The components are addressed through the following ques¬ 
tions: 
1. Who is to perform the behavior? 
2. What is the observable act or behavior to be per¬ 
formed? 
3. What is the product, performance, or result of the 
behavior? 
4. What are the relevant conditions under which the 
behavior will be performed? 
5. What is the standard or criterion which will be 
used to evaluate the behavior?^0 
Each of the aforementioned questions entails specific components 
which should be included in instructional objectives. Who is to perform 
the desired behavior usually refers to the learner, pupil, or enrollee. 
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The actual behavior to be performed refers to behaviors that can be 
exhibited. These behaviors could include writing, naming, identifying, 
or distinguishing. The result of the behavior refers to the end per¬ 
formance or product the student is to exhibit. The relevant conditions 
under which the behavior is to be performed includes the limitations or 
restrictions under which the students should demonstrate the behavior. 
The standard or criterion used to evaluate the behavior refers to deter¬ 
mining acceptable performance standards.*^ 
Having discussed components which scholars suggest should be 
included in writing instructional objectives, learning domains which 
need to be addressed in these objectives will now be discussed. 
Benjamin Bloom, Max Engelhart, Edward Furst, Walker Hill, and 
David Krathwohl suggest that there are three domains of learning for 
which objectives are formulated. These domains are the cognitive, 
affective, and psychomotor. Within each domain are classes, categories, 
or levels arranged in an hierarchical order. The cognitive domain 
includes primarily mental and intellectual processes. The affective 
domain consists of attitudes, values, and feelings. The psychomotor 
domain includes physical and neuromuscular skills. Instructional objec¬ 
tives should be designed to develop learner behaviors in all three 
domains. 
The cognitive domain consists of six classes. These classes include 
knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evalua¬ 
tion.^ The first class, knowledge, refers to behaviors and situations 
emphasizing remembering, either by recall or recognition, of ideas. 
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materials, or phenomena.83 Included in this first class is knowledge of 
specifics, terminology, specific facts, ways and means of dealing with 
specifics, conventions, trends and sequences, classifications and cate- 
gories, methodology, universals and abstractions in a field, principles 
and generalizations, and theories and structures.84 The second class, 
comprehension, refers to behaviors or student-responses indicating "an 
understanding of the literal message contained in a communication."88 
Included in this second class is translation, interpretation, and 
extrapolation. The third class is application. This class refers to 
behaviors demonstrating a student can apply comprehension skills to new 
learning situations.8^ The fourth class, analysis, refers to behaviors 
which break down material into parts as well as being able to detect 
relationships of parts and the way they are organized.88 In this fourth 
class, analysis occurs at three levels. The levels range in complexity 
from elements to relationships to organizational principles.89 The 
fifth class, synthesis, refers to combining or putting together elements 
or parts to make a pattern or structure not clearly seen before.98 The 
end result of a synthesis process results in the production of a unique 
communication, production of a plan or proposed set of operation, or a 
derivation of a set of abstract relations.9^ The sixth class, evalua¬ 
tion, refers to making judgments. These judgments are made based on 
no 
terms of internal evidence or external criteria. Needed to make value 
judgments are behaviors of knowledge, comprehension, application, analy¬ 
sis, and synthesis. 
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As teachers write instructional objectives for the cognitive 
domain, there are specific action words which could be used. Wilmer 
Bugher and Carol Tippy recommend the following words be used for each 
class: 
Knowledge 
to define 
to recognize 
to match 
to memorize 
Comprehension 
to translate 
to change 
to rearrange 
to express 
to give examples 
Application 
to apply 
to organize 
to restructure 
to solve 
Analysis 
to discriminate 
to compare 
to describe 
to deduce 
Synthesis 
to write 
to originate 
to develop 
to compose 
to role play 
Evaluation 
to judge 
to consider 
to conclude 
to distinguish 
to identify 
to name 
to label 
to transform 
to restate 
to demonstrate 
to infer 
to generalize 
to generalize 
to use 
to classify 
to put into lists 
to diagram 
to subdivide 
to produce 
to design 
to formulate 
to plan 
to evaluate 
to weigh 
to criticize^ 
to know 
to recall 
to select 
to list 
to illustrate 
to interpret 
to explain 
to summarize 
to comment 
to choose 
to transfer 
to dramatize 
to analyze 
to categorize 
to differentiate 
to create 
to modify 
to construct 
to manipulate 
to appraise 
to rate 
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The affective domain consists of five categories arranged in a 
hierarchical order, that is, a continuum of internalization from lowest 
to highest.94 These categories include receiving, responding, valuing, 
organization, and characterization by a value or value complex. The 
first category, receiving, refers to the learner becoming sensitized to 
the existence of certain stimuli. Included in this category is aware¬ 
ness, the learner becoming conscious of a stimuli; willingness to 
receive, the student not avoiding the stimuli; and controlled or 
selected attention, the learner consciously controlling his attention so 
he is willing to focus on the stimuli.95 The second category, respond¬ 
ing, refers to the student doing more than being willing to attend to 
stimuli, he is now willing to actively attend and commit himself to a 
small degree to the stimuli involved. Included in this second category 
is acquiescence in responding, the student complies with the behavior 
expected in interacting with the stimuli; willingness to respond, when 
given a choice the learner will choose to voluntarily respond to the 
stimuli; and satisfaction in response, the student derives a certain 
amount of pleasure or enjoyment in voluntary response behavior.95 The 
third category, valuing, refers to the learner recognizing that a 
behavior or phenomena has worth. Included in this third category is 
acceptance of a value, the learner recognizing a new value has worth and 
he is willing to reevaluate his own original position; preference for a 
value, the student is willing to be identified with a value even though 
he may not be fully committed to it; and commitment, the learner is 
highly certain of his belief in the value and tries to convert others to 
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his value.97 The fourth category, organization, refers to the laying of 
a foundation for a value system within the learner. Included in this 
category is the conceptualization of a value in which a learner 
internalizes and abstractly compares a value to those he already has, 
and organization of a value system in which a student brings together 
values that agree, as well as those which do not, into an ordered rela- 
tionship. The fifth category, characterization by a value or value 
complex, refers to the learner having internalized the values to the 
point of automatically adapting his behaviors to the values. Emotion to 
the behavior involving the value is aroused only when the value is 
threatened or chal 1 enged.00 Included in this category is generalized 
set, the student being predisposed to act to the value in a set manner, 
and characterization, the learner being so completely devoted to the 
value that it encompasses his value system.100 
As teachers write instructional objectives for the affective domain, 
there are specific action words which could be used. Wilmer Bugher and 
Carol Tippy also recommend words for this domain. They are as follows: 
Receivinq 
to accept to listen to choose 
to select to ask to attend 
Responding 
to approve to volunteer to tell 
to recite to acclaim to help 
Valuinq 
to choose to invite to share 
to appreciate to support to join 
57 
Organization 
to formulate 
to put in order 
to relate 
to abstract 
to defend 
to define 
Characterization 
to discriminate 
to practice 
to complete 
to serve 
to behave 
to verify!01 • 
The third domain is the psychomotor domain. This domain, which 
involves physical and neuromuscular skills, has five levels. They are 
imitation, manipulation, precision, articulation, and naturalization. 
Imitation involves some observable act being repeated. The act involves 
neuromuscular control or coordination and is often characterized as 
crude or imperfect. Manipulation refers to following directions while 
carrying out a physical skill. Precision involves accuracy, exactness, 
and control with consistently fewer errors being made. Articulation 
involves accuracy, control, speed, and time being simultaneously coordi¬ 
nated. Naturalization indicates a physical act is becoming routine. 
By the time this last level is attained, the automatic and spontaneous 
physical responses make the skills appear "natural" and smooth.^ 
Objectives written for this level would have to be dependent on the 
unique physical or neuromuscular skills to be developed. Therefore, no 
listing of action words for writing objectives in this domain will be 
presented. 
Having discussed domains of learning as well as components of 
objectives teachers need to know in order to develop curriculum and 
write instructional objectives, an examination of requirements within 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for requirements in the school's 
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curriculum and instructional program will now be made. 
The State Board of Education in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
lists twelve goals of quality education for all schools. It is the 
responsibility of educators throughout the state to make sure the fol¬ 
lowing goals are implemented: 
COMMUNICATION SKILLS 
1. Quality education should help every student acquire 
^communication skills of understanding, speaking, reading, 
and writing. 
MATHEMATICS 
2. Quality education should help every student acquire 
skills in mathematics. 
SELF-ESTEEM 
3. Quality education should help every student develop 
self-understanding and a feeling of self-worth. 
ANALYTICAL THINKING 
4. Quality education should help every student develop 
analytical thinking skills. 
UNDERSTANDING OTHERS 
5. Quality education should help every student acquire 
knowledge of different cultures and an appreciation of the 
worth of all people. 
CITIZENSHIP 
6. Quality education should help every student learn the 
history of the nation, understand its systems of government 
and economics, and acquire the values and attitudes neces¬ 
sary for responsible citizenship. 
ARTS AND HUMANITIES 
7. Quality education should help every student acquire 
knowledge, appreciation, and skills in the arts and the 
humanities. 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
8. Quality education should help every student acquire 
knowledge, understanding, and appreciation of science and 
technology. 
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WORK 
J; ,Qua]i^ edufation should help every student acquire 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary to become 
a self-supporting member of society. 
FAMILY LIVING 
10. Quality education should help every student acquire 
the knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary for success¬ 
ful personal and family living. 
HEALTH 
11. Quality education should help every student acquire 
knowledge and develop practices necessary to maintain 
physical and emotional well-being. 
ENVIRONMENT 
12. Quality education should help every student acquire 
the knowledge and attitudes necessary to maintain the 
quality of life in a balanced environmentJ03 
These twelve goals of education must be incorporated in all 
Pennsylvania schools' curriculum. Furthermore, these goals must be 
implemented in the classroom. Both teachers and principals need to 
know how to design objectives for these Pennsylvania goals and make cer¬ 
tain that they are incorporated into the daily instructional program. 
As stated at the beginning of this topic, there must be a relationship 
between the written and practiced curriculum in the classroom. There¬ 
fore, one of the premises to guide this study is as follows: 
Sixth Premise: In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the 
State Board of Education requires all school systems to 
have a written curriculum addressing the twelve goals of 
quality education. Scholars suggest as teachers write 
objectives for instructional programs certain criteria 
need to be addressed. Furthermore, this written curriculum 
must be implemented in the classroom. There must be an 
60 
association between the written and practiced curriculum 
in the classroom. One of the responsibilities the elemen¬ 
tary principal must carry out as he evaluates classroom 
instruction is making certain teachers have written cur¬ 
riculum and are carrying out the associated instructional * 
objectives. 
f) 
Learning Styles 
When implementing the written curriculum, teachers should provide 
maximum learning opportunities for students to achieve the instructional 
objectives. In the past, educators tended to believe that when instruc¬ 
tion was given, learning would follow. Instruction and learning were 
viewed as direct correlates.Today, however, many educators suggest 
that not all students benefit equally from participating in the same 
learning activities. Some students do proceed through activities to 
achieve school goals. (They experience congruence with their curricu¬ 
lum.) Other students proceed through activities, but do not achieve the 
school's goals. These students often experience failure or are seen as 
on "the margins."^5 It is often these marginal students who experience 
disconnection with the school's curriculum.^ As principals evaluate 
classroom instruction, they need to ascertain that teachers are provid¬ 
ing appropriate learning environments. One way teachers can do this is 
to address students' learning styles. 
In order to better understand student learning styles, different 
definitions will be given. Tallmadge and Shearer operationally define 
a learning style as "an attribute of an individual which interacts with 
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instructional circumstances in such a way as to produce differential 
learning achievement as a function of these circumstances."^ James W. 
Keefe defines them as "cognitive, affective, and physiological behaviors 
that serve as relatively stable indicators of how learners perceive, 
interact with, and respond to the learning environment."^®® For'pur- 
poses of this study, the author will use Anthony F. Gregorc's definition, 
"learning style consists of distinctive behaviors which serve as indica¬ 
tors of how a person learns from and adapts to his environment. It also 
gives clues as to how a person's mind operates. 
Many studies have been completed by Rita Dunn and Kenneth Dunn on 
learning styles. These authors suggest learning styles are comprised of 
five stimuli--environmental, emotional, sociological, physical, and 
psychological. See Figure 4.^® Each of these five stimuli has elements 
or components. 
Categorized under environmental stimuli are sound, light, tempera¬ 
ture, and design. Some students prefer being in an environment which is 
absolutely quiet, while others need to hear noise or music. Some stu¬ 
dents prefer a well-lighted room, while others prefer soft or subdued 
light. Some students like to study in a warm place, while others prefer 
a cooler area. Finally, some students learn better while sitting on a 
straight-backed chair, while others prefer sitting on an easy chair or 
sprawling on the floor. A teacher should implement these environmental 
elements into the learning environment. This could be done through class¬ 
room organization. A student who prefers a quiet atmosphere could be 
situated in a corner or behind partitions. A student who likes warm 
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temperatures could be seated near the radiators. A student who likes to 
sprawl could be seated near a reading corner that has a rug. 
Emotional stimuli include motivation, persistence, responsibility, 
and structure. Students range in motivation, persistence, and responsi¬ 
bility from high to low. Learners with high levels of motivation, per¬ 
sistence, and responsibility are the students who could be given the 
learning task, instruction, and allowed to proceed independently. How¬ 
ever, students who have low levels of these three elements should be 
provided with short assignments, clearly stated objectives, a time 
period in which to have the task completed, and close supervision. 
Levels of needed structure also vary. Usually independent learners pre¬ 
fer less structure, while poorly motivated or less responsible students 
learn better with more structure. 
The sociological stimuli include six elements. Colleagues, self, 
pair, team, authority, and varied refer to how students prefer learning. 
Students' preferences in learning range from learning best from peers to 
being alone to working with only one or a few persons to being with the 
teacher and to needing both teacher and one or two students. Each learn¬ 
ing task could demand a different sociological composition. A teacher 
should know how his students learn best and try to accommodate these 
sociological elements in planning learning tasks. 
The physical stimuli are composed of four elements. They include 
perceptual, intake, time, and mobility. Perceptual strength indicates 
that students learn through their senses. Some learners use their 
auditory senses, others their visual, tactual, or kinesthetic senses. 
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Some learners use a combination of these senses. Teachers should learn 
their students' preferences and design learning activities to fit a stu¬ 
dent's perceptual strengths. A teacher could teach science to a visual 
learner through the use of a chalkboard, an auditory learner through a 
taperecording or lecture approach, and a kinesthetic learner through 
manipulation of objects. The other three elements in physical stimuli, 
intake, time, and mobility, pertain to students needing food or liquids 
while studying, learning better at a certain time of day, or needing to 
remain inactive or active physically while learning. Teachers should 
consider all physical stimuli when planning student learning activi¬ 
ties. 
The fifth and final stimuli is psychological. These elements refer 
to how students interact with cues. Some students are analytical while 
others take a global approach. Cerebral preference refers to that part 
of the brain a student uses to learn tasks. Finally, as students make 
decisions and learn, they respond to cues in either a reflective or 
impulsive manner. It is important for the teacher to be aware of these 
psychological differences in both perceiving and processing stimuli. 
Only by doing so can a teacher both assist a student to learn using his 
preferred style of learning and help him to develop different learning 
styles. 
Two other scholars who have researched learning styles are Barbara 
Fischer and Louis Fischer. The Fischers identify ten types of learners-- 
incremental, intuitive, sensory specialist, sensory generalist, emo¬ 
tionally neutral, explicitly structured, open-ended structure, damaged, 
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and eclectic.^ 
As students process information, they use one of the ten learning 
styles. The incremental learner proceeds in step-by-step order through 
learning tasks. He needs to sequentially add pieces together to reach 
generalizations. This student also needs much structure. The intuitive 
learner reaches decisions without any apparent logical way of doing so. 
He learns in an unsystematic manner. The sensory specialist is a stu¬ 
dent who learns using only one sense. Unless this sense is accommodated 
for in the learning activity, this student will not learn. The sensory 
generalist needs to use all his senses to learn. The emotionally 
involved student should have a dynamic learning environment. This stu¬ 
dent prefers a "high emotional charge. The emotionally neutral stu¬ 
dent prefers a low emotional tone in the learning environment. The 
explicitly structured learner needs high structure in his learning 
environment. The open-ended structure learner prefers flexibility. 
This student prefers controlling some of his learning. The damaged 
learner is a student who has the potential to learn, but has been 
damaged affectively so that he no longer believes he is capable of learn 
ing. The eclectic learner is capable of learning in many different ways 
He can match his learning style to the teaching style in the classroom. 
Teachers need to be cognizant of the ten different types of learn¬ 
ers as they design student learning opportunities. Not only must organi 
zation of the classroom be considered, but also teaching style. The 
Fischers define a teaching style as the classroom mode that a teacher 
uses to approach learners. Several teaching methods could be included 
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in one teaching style.113 
The Fischers identify six teaching styles. They include task- 
oriented, cooperative planner, child centered, subject centered, learn¬ 
ing centered, and emotionally exciting and its counterpart. The task- 
oriented teacher sets specific performance levels for the students, 
prescribes materials to be used, and evaluates if students are complet¬ 
ing learning tasks. The cooperative planner is the teacher who works 
with students to make learning progress. These teachers do plan learn¬ 
ing tasks, but also value students1 opinions. The child-centered 
teacher is guided solely by the students' needs, wants, and interests. 
The teacher uses these three criteria to structure learning tasks. The 
subject-centered teacher organizes his learning tasks solely on the con¬ 
tent of his subject or specialty. The learning-centered teacher con¬ 
siders both students and curricula when designing learning tasks and 
teaching. Finally, the emotionally exciting and its counterpart refer 
to teachers who are either highly intensive emotionally or subdued in 
the classroom. Teachers' classroom reflect this air of emotionality in 
the learning environment. Both emotional states are effective in bring¬ 
ing about student learning. 
Both student learning styles and teaching styles have been dis¬ 
cussed in this topic of the chapter. Both are important in designing 
appropriate learning opportunities for students while implementing learn¬ 
ing objectives. Therefore, one of the premises to guide this study is 
as follows: 
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Seventh Premise: Teachers should consider individual stu¬ 
dent differences when designing learning opportunities. 
One difference found among students is their style of 
learning. Teachers can design learning environments and 
adapt their teaching styles to provide effective learning 
for students. To evaluate classroom instruction, elemen- 
(r 
tary principals should determine if teachers are providing 
opportunities for students to learn according to their 
individual learning styles. 
In this section of the chapter, scholars in both curriculum and 
administration were reviewed for the purpose of generating competencies 
and premises associated to the role of elementary principals in curricu¬ 
lum development. More specifically, the skills elementary principals 
need in order to evaluate classroom instruction were examined. The 
premises which originated from this literature review were as follows: 
First Premise 
Although there exist many definitions of evaluation, 
there is no consensus for one definition. A definition 
of evaluation is needed by persons carrying out the process 
of evaluation so they understand its parameters. 
Second Premise 
There are different types of evaluation. They are 
formative evaluation and summative evaluation. Educators 
need to know these two types of evaluation so they can 
match the type of evaluation to the function it is to serve. 
Third Premise 
Many educational practitioners equate measurement to 
evaluation. These terms are not the same and practitioners 
need to be able to differentiate them in order to be knowl¬ 
edgeable in the process of evaluation. Furthermore, prin¬ 
cipals should be familiar with the two types of measurement 
techniques which can be used for data collection in the 
evaluation process. 
Fourth Premise 
Scholars have suggested that evaluation is a process 
that should be carried out in a systematic and structured 
manner. Furthermore, they suggest the evaluation process 
can be divided into elements and arranged in a sequential 
order. Some scholars group these elements into evaluation 
designs. Principals involved in the evaluation process 
should be familiar with these elements. 
Fifth Premise 
Educators devote much time to planning the curriculum 
for students. Yet, many times, students receive conflict¬ 
ing signals from teachers and principals on issues in the 
curriculum. For teachers to be effective in the classroom 
and for elementary principals to help them to be effective 
the hidden curriculum should be considered by principals 
when evaluating classroom instruction. 
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Sixth Premise 
In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the State Board 
of Education requires all school systems have a written 
curriculum addressing the twelve goals of quality educa¬ 
tion. Scholars suggest that as teachers write objectives 
for instructional programs, certain criteria need to be 
addressed. Furthermore, this written curriculum must be 
implemented in the classroom. There must be an associa¬ 
tion between the written and practiced curriculum in the 
classroom. One of the responsibilities the elementary 
principal must carry out as he evaluates classroom 
instruction is making certain teachers have written cur¬ 
riculum and are carrying out the associated instructional 
objectives. 
Seventh Premise 
Teachers should consider individual student differ¬ 
ences when designing learning opportunities. One differ¬ 
ence found among students is their style of learning. 
Teachers can design learning environments and adapt their 
teaching styles to provide effective learning for students. 
To evaluate classroom instruction, elementary principals 
should determine if teachers are providing opportunities 
for students to learn according to their individual learn¬ 
ing styles. 
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The review of literature also revealed the following specific 
skills are needed by principals in evaluating classroom instruction: 
being competent in defining evaluation, knowing the different types of 
evaluation, being able to differentiate evaluation and measurement, 
being familiar with evaluation designs, recognizing that sometime's stu¬ 
dents in a classroom develop hidden learnings through a hidden curricu¬ 
lum, recognizing an association between the written and practiced cur¬ 
riculum in the classroom, and recognizing different learning and teach- 
ing styles can occur within classrooms. In order for principals to 
evaluate classroom instruction, these are only some of the skills they 
need to have. 
Characteristics of Staff Development 
Programs 
In this section of the chapter, a literature review identifies con¬ 
ditions which could facilitate principals to acquire skills needed in 
evaluating classroom instruction. A literature review also identifies 
characteristics of staff development programs through an examination of 
writings by both curriculum and administration scholars. Curriculum 
scholars' writings examined and discussed include Bishop, Edelfelt, 
King, Hayes, Newman, Wood, Thompson, and Russell. Administrative 
scholars' writings examined and discussed include Berman, Hutson, McKay, 
Miller, and Stinson. A literature review identifies conditions and 
characteristics of successful staff development programs. 
71 
The conditions identified in the literature review suggest a staff 
development program should be based on the needs of the participants, 
contain clearly identified program objectives, provide varied and mean¬ 
ingful learning opportunities, and have central office support. The 
models of staff development to be examined suggest there are common 
characteristics which should be considered in the program design. These 
design characteristics include identification of participants' needs, 
objectives based on these needs, identification of resources, planning 
of activities, implementing the program plan, and evaluation. 
Conditions 
One of the conditions discussed by scholars is having a staff 
development program that addresses the needs of the participants. 
Hutson, Burello, Orbaugh, Miller, and Finnegan all emphasize the impor¬ 
tance of a needs assessment when designing inservice programs. Harry 
Hutson states, "inservice programs should be planned in response to 
assessed needs.n11^ Leonard Burello and Tim Orbaugh state inservice 
educational programs should respond to the needs of the participants.115 
William Miller states a needs assessment should be carefully and coop¬ 
eratively planned,115 Harry Finnegan states staff development should 
be designed to meet the needs of participants.117 Therefore, partici¬ 
pants in a staff development program should perceive their needs are 
being addressed. 
A second condition suggested by Edward Mulhern and A. Bruce McKay 
is that the staff development program have objectives. These authors 
state the program objectives should be clearly stated and identified at 
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the outset.118 Harry Finnegan suggests the objectives for the staff 
development program develop practical and fundamental skills.119 
A third condition involves the nature of learning opportunities. 
Mulhern and McKay state learning opportunities should be varied and 
meaningful to the participants.120 Miller further recommends learning 
activities should be activity-oriented.121 Miller, McLaughlin, and 
Berman suggest learning opportunities should also be designed for dif- 
ierent group sizes. Miller suggests the learning environment provided 
for the inservice program allow time for participants to focus on their 
individual differences and needs.122 McLaughlin and Berman state oppor¬ 
tunities should provide for not only large group instruction, but, 
also, individual and small-group learning.123 Burnes, Blake, Scheldon, 
and Klopf recommend providing opportunities for sharing information with 
other participants on an informal basis.124 Robert Stinson's findings 
concur with these authors when he states, "but the most effective way to 
work, we feel, is at the multiplying stage, where leaders can be helped 
to gain skills which they will then pass on to others."125 Roy A. 
Edelfelt supports this idea when he states, "education is one of the few 
1 
areas where stealing is not only legal but encouraged."1 
Other considerations in planning learning opportunities are the time 
span and location for workshops. In a study by Beckner and Foster, they 
found that principals prefer inservice workshops which are divided into 
sessions of either one to three hours or six to seven hours at a time. 
Furthermore, they found principals willing to drive up to one hundred 
miles if they felt the workshop offered a topic of interest and learning 
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opportunity.127 
A fourth condition necessary for successful staff development pro¬ 
grams is commitment and support from a principal's superior. McLaughlin 
and Berman state district central administrators must see principals as 
professionals and visibly support them in their efforts to learn and 
grow. Albert Ayars also suggests staff development programs must be 
"designed to receive substantial administrative and financial sup- 
port." Support could be shown through verbal commitment from a prin¬ 
cipal's superior or through released time to participate in a staff 
development program. 
Models of Staff Development 
Positive attributes of staff development programs have been incorpo¬ 
rated into program designs. To examine some of the aforementioned condi¬ 
tions as well as new characteristics, three models will be examined in 
this section of the chapter. The models have been designed by King, 
Hayes, and Newman; Wood, Thompson, and Russell; and Bishop. 
The first staff development model to be examined is that of James 
King, Paul Hayes, and Isadore Newman. As can be seen in Figure 5, the 
authors state seven stages are common to successful inservice programs-- 
the identification of needs, listing and categorizing, determining 
feasibility and priorities, commitment, planning and programming, imple- 
1 30 
mentation, and evaluation. 
The first step, identification of needs, involves having the par¬ 
ticipants' needs, desires, and problems determined. The authors stress 
the importance of determining the needs from recommendations made by 
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participants. Input from other administrators, supervisors, and partici¬ 
pants could be considered. Determining staff needs, desires, and prob¬ 
lems could be done through a range of methods including a needs assess¬ 
ment. 
The second stage, listing and categorizing, is a cooperative 
decision-making effort by inservice recipients, administrators, and pro¬ 
gram designers to determine which needs or problems to address in the 
staff development program. Topics are determined by balancing the par¬ 
ticipants' needs against those of the organization. When possible, 
different needs and problems could be clustered, resulting in more effi¬ 
ciency of time and energy for the inservice program. 
Determining feasibility and priorities, the third stage, consists 
of having program participants and designers determine which suggestions 
are the most viable. The decision-making group, which consists of par¬ 
ticipants, administrators, and possible consultants, would assign 
priorities to the topics. Those determined to be practical for the 
majority of recipients would be addressed through group inservice 
efforts. Those which are considered practical for a minority would be 
met through small interest-group sessions, independent studies, or col¬ 
lege course attendance. 
The fourth stage, commitment, refers to all members of the school 
being pledged to the professional development program. School board 
members must allocate funding for the program. Administrators must 
schedule activities at a time when participants would benefit most. 
Also, they should set aside time for themselves to be involved both in 
decision-making activities, as well as being participants within the 
staff development program. 
Planning and programming are the fifth stage. In this phase, the 
decision-making group would consist of highly qualified people from 
either within or outside the district who could consider the suggestions 
of the participants. In designing the inservice program, these planners 
must address the following questions: 
1. What are realistic objectives? 
2. What type of inservice program will attain these 
objectives? 
3. Who will sponsor the inservice program? 
4. What activities can be carried out to attain the 
objectives? 
5. What are the characteristics of the target popula¬ 
tion? 
6. What incentives are appropriate for the partici¬ 
pants? 
7. What is the appropriate media? 
8. What are appropriate time factors? 
9. Where are the best facilities and locations? 
10. What is the appropriate evaluation? 
The sixth stage is the actual implementation of the inservice pro¬ 
gram. All plans and procedures would be carried out. Before implement¬ 
ing the program on a large scale, a pilot run testing the appropriateness 
and effectiveness of the program materials, techniques, and facilities 
should be conducted, if at all possible. By doing a pilot study, large- 
scale errors or weaknesses could better be prevented. 
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The actual evaluation, the seventh and final stage, would be ear¬ 
ned out to determine if the objectives of the program were accomplished. 
The results of the evaluation would determine if more effort is needed 
to accomplish already existing objectives or if program designers are 
ready to move on to address new needs and new problems—the first stage 
for a new inservice program. 
The second staff development design to be examined is that of Fred 
Wood, Steven Thompson, and Sister Frances Russell.131 As indicated in 
Figure 6, five stages comprise this design—readiness, planning, train¬ 
ing, implementation, and maintenance. 
The first stage, readiness, focuses on problems within the school 
system. Several issues need to be dealt with in this stage. First, 
known problems are identified. Second, tentative solutions are sug¬ 
gested. Third, support for improvement is acquired. Participants in 
this process could be a group composed of principals, central office 
staff, and university faculty. Clear and open communication channels 
are necessary to encourage dialogue that facilitates agreement and sup¬ 
port for the needed improvement. By the end of the readiness stage, a 
written plan should include a set of inservice goals that the partici¬ 
pants have selected, understood, and committed for implementation, as 
well as specific programs and practices to achieve these goals. 
Stage two, planning, involves translating goals and programs 
selected during the readiness stage into a detailed long-range plan. 
Based on the goals, specific inservice objectives are written, a needs 
assessment is conducted, resources are identified, and inservice 
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activities are planned. 
Wood, Thompson, and Russell state that the specific inservice 
objectives originating from the goals should focus on knowledge, strate¬ 
gies or skills, and attitudes.132 Based upon the established goals, a 
needs assessment should be carried out to determine which objectives are 
pertinent for the participants of the staff development program. 
After conducting the needs assessment, the next step should be to 
identify possible resources. This could be accomplished by answering 
the following six questions: 
1. Who has the expertise to lead staff development train¬ 
ing or follow-up activities? 
2. Which materials in the school district are pertinent 
to training or follow-up activities? 
3. Will released school time be permitted for training 
or follow-up activities? If so, how much? 
4. Are funds available to buy new materials? If so, 
how much? 
5. Are funds available to hire consultants or other 
needed personnel? If so, how much? 
6. What support will be forthcoming from the administra¬ 
tion? 
After a list of resources is identified, the inservice activities 
are organized. Exact materials, staff, consultants, facilities, and 
equipment to be used throughout the program are scheduled. Plans should 
provide opportunities for participants to build relationships and com¬ 
munication channels, to interact and share their learning, to complete 
pretest and posttest assessments, and to learn through their individual¬ 
ized learning styles. Furthermore, learning activities, materials, and 
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facilities should reflect the participants' work settings to the highest 
degree possible. 
Stage three, training, involves the participants acquiring the con¬ 
tent, skills, and attitudes. In this phase, the plan written during 
stage two is implemented. Participants become aware of the program 
through orientation activities which clearly state the program's 
inservice objectives, the sequence of activities, learner expectations, 
and program relevance to work environment. Finally, participants pro¬ 
ceed through the learning activities. 
Evaluation occurs both throughout and at the conclusion of stage 
three. Formative data collected throughout this stage helps to deter¬ 
mine if participants are progressing toward the program objectives. 
Summative data determine whether the objectives have been accomplished 
by the end of the training. 
Implementation, stage four, consists of transferring training from 
the staff development program to the participants' work environment. 
During this stage, any plans written by participants in stage three for 
program implementation in their school should be carried out. The 
chances for success during this stage are higher when implementation is 
completed in an environment that has supportive and approving behaviors 
by both peers and superiors, as well as readily available funds, time, 
resources, and expert advice. 
The fifth and final stage, maintenance, involves the ensurance that 
the training acquired in phase three, and implemented in the work 
environment during phase four, will continue. Monitoring of the 
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newly-acquired behaviors should be conducted through self-monitoring, 
staff feedback, peer supervision, or administration supervision. 
The third and final staff development design to be examined is 
Leslee J. Bishop's. As indicated in Figure 7, this design consists of 
eleven stages--identifying needs, stating objectives, determining tar¬ 
gets, determining means, determining formats, stating specifications, 
completing development, implementing, completing evaluation, feedback, 
and recycling.^ 
The first stage, identifying needs, involves determining dis¬ 
crepancies between what is expected by the administrators and what they 
are actually doing. After recognizing that discrepancies do exist, the 
first step, needs identification, occurs. 
During the second stage, stating objectives, the needs from the 
first stage are translated into written objectives. These objectives 
should state the specific behavioral changes expected in partici¬ 
pants. 
The third stage, determining targets, involves identifying which 
person in a school system should be involved in the staff development 
program. Although the ultimate target for any professional development 
program is the learners, the focus of an inservice program should be 
school personnel. 
Determining the means, the fourth stage, involves identifying the 
resources available for the staff development program. Resources could 
range from the use of materials to consultants to outside agencies to 
funds and time. 
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The fifth stage, determining the format, includes specifying the 
possible groupings of personnel to complete the objectives, as well as 
types of activities to be used throughout the staff development program. 
Groupings for participants could range from individualized study 
courses, to seminar groupings, to large-scale lectures. Activities 
could include demonstrations, panel discussions, brainstorming meetings, 
or field trips. 
The previously mentioned five stages are the analysis segment of 
a staff development program. The next five stages focus on synthesiz¬ 
ing and implementing the program plans. 
Stating specifications, the sixth stage, involves summarizing the 
findings of stages one through five and writing the inservice program. 
Evaluation should be the relationship of program goals to objectives, 
policy and facility parameters, structure, training or expertise 
requirements, and support features. 
Development, the seventh stage, is completing all preparation 
activities. Necessary materials, procedure, instructional strategies, 
and instruments to be used should be developed. Evaluation measures are 
used with both the planning phase and activities completed thus far, as 
well as the planning and activities scheduled to occur during the imple¬ 
mentation stage. Pilot studies to be conducted should be completed 
during this stage. 
The eighth stage, implementation, involves all program participants 
performing the tasks that were specified and developed. The program 
plans completed in the previous stage are carried out; meetings. 
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classes, and workshops are attended; communication systems are kept 
open; and materials and resources are used. Formative evaluation 
processes should occur throughout the implementation stage to provide 
feedback for any necessary alterations. 
Stage nine, completing evaluation, involves conducting a summative 
evaluation to determine if all the objectives have been completed. If 
they have not, designers need to refocus on the aforementioned eight 
stages to see if improvement could be made. This results in feedback, 
stage ten. 
If the program objectives have been accomplished satisfactorily, 
the final stage is eleven, recycle. Here the program designers look at 
what has been accomplished and begin identifying new needs that can be 
met through the next inservice program. 
Based on the review of literature discussed in this section of the 
chapter, the following conditions and characteristics should be con¬ 
sidered when designing a staff development program for principals: 
1. Addressing the needs of the participants 
2. Designing a needs assessment instrument 
3. Designing objectives 
4. Providing meaningful learning opportunities 
5. Providing activity-oriented learning opportunities 
6. Designing large group activities 
7. Designing small group activities 
8. Designing individual activities 
9. Providing opportunities for sharing information 
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10. Scheduling times convenient for participants 
11. Scheduling workshop locations convenient for par¬ 
ticipants H 
12. Scheduling facilities that reflect work environ¬ 
ment to high degree 
13. Facilitating participants getting a superior's 
support 
14. Facilitating participants getting released time 
15. Obtaining commitment from participants 
16. Pilot testing program 
17. Maintaining open channels of communication with 
participants 
18. Designing evaluation plan 
In this final section of the chapter, literature was reviewed to 
identify conditions and characteristics of successful staff development 
programs. Literature was reviewed and writings by both curriculum and 
administrative scholars were discussed to compile a list of conditions 
for planning a staff development program which could facilitate princi¬ 
pals to acquire skills needed for leadership in curriculum development 
at the school 1evel. 
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CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
This chapter presents the four components used in the design of 
this study. Four research questions are addressed. First, the percep¬ 
tions of principals used to generate a list of activities associated 
with their desirable role in curriculum development are detailed. 
Second, the premises, competencies, and conditions of a staff develop¬ 
ment program combined to form part of this exploratory study are 
explained. Third, the staff development program implemented to help 
elementary principals gain curriculum development competencies is 
described. Fourth, the process used to determine specific changes need¬ 
ing to be made in the staff development program as a result of field 
testing is explained. 
Activities Associated to 
Principal's Role 
In order to compile a comprehensive list of designated activities 
required by elementary principals to carry out their role in curriculum 
development, perceptions of scholars and elementary principals were 
gathered. 
Scholars' Perceptions 
John Rosenberg's 1980 dissertation, "The Role of Elementary School 
Principals in the Curriculum Development Process," was examined to 
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identify activities his research suggests are associated with the ele¬ 
mentary principal's role in curriculum development. Rosenberg's survey 
elicited a list of twenty-eight different activities.1 They are as fol 
lows: 
1. Serving on systemwide curriculum committees. 
2. Assisting teachers in evaluating the effectiveness 
of the curriculum. 
3. Providing for parental involvement in curriculum 
development. 
4. Developing school budgets. 
5. Evaluating classroom instruction. 
6. Serving as a member of school curriculum committees. 
7. Helping identify needs of learners in order to 
develop curriculum objectives. 
8. Providing teacher reference material for develop¬ 
ment of curriculum. 
9. Assisting teachers in selecting curriculum mate¬ 
rials. 
10. Conducting curriculum inservice workshops for 
teachers. 
11. Consulting with curriculum specialists in school 
systems. 
12. Planning or presenting demonstration teaching. 
13. Meeting with students on curriculum committees. 
14. Setting up meetings for teachers with curriculum 
specialists. 
15. Selecting textbooks. 
16. Planning programs for students with special needs. 
17. Providing supplies for teachers' use. 
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18. Evaluating curriculum materials. 
19. Involving schools in innovative projects. 
20. Helping teachers develop innovative projects. 
21. Informing parents about curriculum. 
22. Consulting faculty advisory groups about textbook 
selection. 
23. Discussing educational research with faculty. 
24. Serving as resource person in the classroom. 
25. Insuring that teachers follow prescribed curriculum. 
26. Encouraging use of community resources. 
27. Acting as chairperson on school curriculum committees. 
28. Utilizing school philosophy to develop curriculum 
objectives. 
This list of twenty-eight activities was mailed to five scholars 
for their review and consideration of additional activities which could 
be important to the desirable role of the elementary principal in cur¬ 
riculum development. 
The five scholars' findings were examined to determine activities 
similar or different to those of Rosenberg. The new activities recom¬ 
mended by these five individuals included the following: 
1. Conducting needs assessments. 
2. Organizing school volunteers. 
3. Seeking grant money to enhance existing or innovative 
programs. 
4. Informing community about the curriculum. 
5. Evaluating the curriculum development process while 
it is occurring. 
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6. Organizing curriculum development resources. 
7. Setting and maintaining high standards for quality 
in the curriculum. 
8. Recommending changes for improving the design of 
the curriculum. 
9. Implementing changes for improving the organization 
of the school. 
10. Providing opportunities for school staff to exchange 
ideas regarding the curricula. 
11. Assisting teachers to develop and describe the edu¬ 
cational philosophy of the school. 
12. Involving community enterprises in working toward 
the school's educational objectives. 
13. Monitoring the testing program. 
14. Overseeing preparation of academic schedules. 
15. Selecting appropriate evaluation design for the 
curriculum program. 
16. Supervising instructional staff. 
17. Helping to provide and maintain data on learners 
and teachers. 
18. Articulating one's definition of curriculum. 
19. Establishing clear and attainable goals for the 
school. 
20. Conceptualizing a defensible rationale and approach 
to curriculum development. 
21. Organizing clubs for students, i.e., math, computer. 
22. Recognizing different values held by teachers, 
learners, and community members. 
23. Supporting new teaching behaviors that are con¬ 
gruent with the educational objectives of the 
school. 
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24. Monitoring the implementation process of selected 
curricula. 
25. Facilitating the absorption of new teachers into 
the school. 
26. Supporting teachers' efforts to design research 
projects to improve curriculum decision-making at 
the instructiond1 IgvgI dnd ds d ddtd bdSG for 
long-range planning at the school level. 
Using Rosenberg's findings and the recommendations of the five 
scholars, a list of fifty-four activities was compiled into the Role 
Identification Questionnaire. This instrument contained the following 
three components. First, the Demographic Information Sheet was 
designed to collect general informational data on the principal and his 
school. Second, the Role Identification Survey was designed to survey 
the principal's perceptions of the relevance of the fifty-four activi¬ 
ties to the desirable role of the principal in curriculum development. 
Third, the Role Identification Survey: Priorities, was designed to 
identify six activity statements he considered most fundamental to his 
role. 
Principals' Perceptions 
Before using the Role Identification Questionnaire with principals 
in Pennsylvania and in order to determine the clarity of questions and 
diversity of responses on the items, the instrument was pilot tested 
with five full-time elementary principals in Massachusetts. These 
principals came from rural, suburban, and urban school settings. They 
were asked to list any items unclear or poorly stated. General 
recommendations for improvement of the questionnaire were also requested. 
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The results of the pilot test revealed different findings. On 
the Role Identification Survey, principals had no difficulty answering 
items and a diversity of responses resulted. However, on the Role 
Identification Survey: Priorities, there were no predominant cluster¬ 
ings of responses. A few responses were given for many items. In order 
to attempt to get evident clusterings around items on this section of 
the instrument, the decision was made to increase the number, of most 
important statements identified, from six to ten. One principal also 
stated item three on the Demographic Information Sheet was confusing. 
Therefore, this question requesting the size of the school district 
population was altered. 
The revised Role Identification Questionnaire instrument was 
mailed to a population of elementary principals in central Pennsylvania. 
The revised Role Identification Questionnaire, a letter explaining the 
purpose of the instrument, and a stamped, self-addressed envelope for 
return was mailed to the total population of eighty-eight public elemen¬ 
tary school principals in Lycoming, Northumberland, Union, Schuylkill, 
Dauphin, Snyder, and Montour counties. (See Appendix A.) This list was 
o 
taken from the 1983-84 Pennsylvania Education Directory. The ques¬ 
tionnaire was requested to be returned within two weeks. During this 
time period, forty-six instruments were returned. At the beginning of 
the third week, a follow-up letter, another copy of the questionnaire, 
and a stamped, self-addressed envelope were mailed to the remaining 
forty-two principals who had not responded. The second mailing 
resulted in an additional twenty-two questionnaires being returned to 
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make a total of sixty-eight. Finally, principals who had not returned 
the Role Identification Questionnaire instrument were telephoned so a 
personal request could be made to them to respond. Over a three-week 
period, twenty-three principals or their offices were contacted. During 
this time period and the following two weeks, an additional five-ques¬ 
tionnaires were returned. Fifteen principals never returned the instru¬ 
ment. Of the seventy-three who did return their instruments, three were 
disqualified for not meeting the requirements. These three principals 
had teaching duties as well as supervisory responsibilities. Based on 
the definition in this study, an elementary principal could have no 
teaching duties. Therefore, seven Role Identification Questionnaires 
were analyzed to determine the perceptions of central Pennsylvania 
elementary principals toward their desirable role in curriculum develop¬ 
ment. (See Appendix B.) 
A number of elementary principals requested a copy of the results 
of the Role Identification Questionnaire. Therefore, a copy of the 
survey results was mailed to the seventy-three principal respondents. 
The responses to the Role Identification Questionnaire items were 
factor analyzed to determine if there were powerful factors and associ¬ 
ated activities. However, the items did not differentiate the responses, 
so it was not possible to identify by factor analysis one or only a few 
activities for investigation. 
Therefore, the returned Role Identification Questionnaires were 
analyzed. First, on the Role Identification Survey, activities which 
received seventy percent or greater responses of ratings of four from 
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the principals were listed. Five activities, item numbers two, seven, 
thirty-five, and forty-four, met this criteria. Second, on the Role 
Identification Survey, activities which received ninety-seven percent 
or greater responses of three and four were identified. Nine activities 
met this criteria. They were item numbers two, five, eighteen, twenty- 
five, thirty-three, thirty-five, thirty-six, forty-four, and forty- 
seven. Third, on the Role Identification Survey: Priorities, the prin¬ 
cipals' responses in identifying ten activities they considered the 
most fundamental to their role in curriculum development were listed. 
The ten activities which received the most responses were item numbers 
two, five, seven, ten, twenty-five, thirty-three, thirty-five, thirty- 
eight, forty-four, and forty-seven. The one activity that received the 
highest percent of responses using all three types of data analyses was 
item number five, "Evaluating classroom instruction." 
Evolvement of Staff Development 
Program 
This section of the chapter discusses how the premises, competen¬ 
cies, and conditions of successful staff development programs were com¬ 
bined to form the staff development program used in this study. More 
specifically, the combining of the seven premises, the seven competen¬ 
cies, and the eighteen conditions of staff development programs 
generated from the literature review were examined. 
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Premises, Competencies, 
and Objectives 
A review of literature was made for the purpose of identifying com¬ 
petencies elementary principals need in order to evaluate classroom 
instruction. As discussed in Chapter II, the literature revealed seven 
competencies and suggested seven premises. After the premises and com¬ 
petencies were identified, the researcher wrote learning objectives for 
each competency. The objectives were written in specific behavioral 
terms for elementary principals. 
The premises and competencies derived from the literature review 
and the specific learning objectives generated by the researcher which 
guided this staff development program were as follows: 
First Premise: Although there exist many definitions of 
evaluation, there is no consensus for one definition. A 
definition of evaluation is needed by persons carrying out 
the process of evaluation so they understand its parameters. 
Competency 
Be competent in defining evaluation. 
Objectives 
1. Compare scholars' definitions of "evalua¬ 
tion." 
2. Define "evaluation" for oneself. 
Second Premise: There are different types of evaluation. 
They are formative evaluation and summative evaluation. 
Educators need to know these two types of evaluation so 
they can match the type of evaluation to the function it is 
to serve. 
Competency 
Know the different types of evaluation. 
Objectives 
1. Identify the two types of evaluation. 
2. Define "formative" and "summative" evalua¬ 
tion. 
Third Premise: Many educational practitioners equate mea¬ 
surement to evaluation. These terms are not the same, and 
practitioners need to be able to differentiate them to be 
knowledgeable in the process of evaluation. Furthermore, 
principals should be familiar with the two types of measure¬ 
ment techniques which can be used for data collection in the 
evaluation process. 
Competency 
Be able to differentiate evaluation and mea¬ 
surement. 
Objectives 
1. Compare descriptive statements of mea¬ 
surement to evaluation. 
2. Analyze school situations to determine 
if they depict measurement or evaluation. 
3. Identify two types of tests used during 
measurement. 
4. Analyze testing situations to determine 
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if criterion-referenced or norm-referenced 
tests should be used. 
Fourth Premise: Scholars have suggested that evaluation is a 
process that should be carried out in a systematic and struc¬ 
tured manner. Furthermore, they suggest the evaluation 
process can be divided into elements and arranged in a sequen¬ 
tial order. Some scholars group these elements into evalua¬ 
tion designs. Principals involved in the evaluation process 
should be familiar with these elements. 
Competency 
Be familiar with evaluation designs. 
Objectives 
1. Identify one scholar's design of the evalua¬ 
tion process. 
2. Name the elements in the evaluation design. 
Fifth Premise: Educators devote much time to planning the 
curriculum for students. Yet, many times, students receive 
conflicting signals from teachers and principals on issues in 
the curriculum. For teachers to be effective in the class¬ 
room and for elementary principals to help them to be effec¬ 
tive, the hidden curriculum should be considered by princi¬ 
pals when evaluating classroom instruction. 
Competency 
Recognize some students develop hidden learn¬ 
ing through a hidden curriculum. 
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Objectives 
!• Define hidden curriculum. 
2. Identify hidden curriculum issues which 
could occur during classroom instruction. 
Sjxth Premise: In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the 
State Board of Education requires all school systems have a 
written curriculum addressing the twelve goals of quality edu¬ 
cation. Scholars suggest that as teachers write objectives 
for instructional programs, certain criteria need to be 
addressed. Furthermore, this written curriculum must be 
implemented in the classroom. There must be an association 
between the written and practiced curriculum in the class¬ 
room. One of the responsibilities the elementary principal 
must carry out as he evaluates classroom instruction is mak¬ 
ing certain teachers have written curriculum and are carry¬ 
ing out the associated instructional objectives. 
Competency 
Recognize an association between the written 
and practiced curriculum. 
Objectives 
1. Compare written curriculum to practiced 
classroom curriculum. 
2. Analyze classroom instruction to deter¬ 
mine how to bring about a closer associa¬ 
tion between the written curriculum and 
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the practiced curriculum. 
Seventh Premise: Teachers should consider individual student 
differences when designing learning opportunities. One dif¬ 
ference found among students is their style of learning. 
Teachers can design learning environments and adapt their 
teaching styles to provide effective learning for students. 
To evaluate classroom instruction, elementary principals 
should determine if teachers are providing opportunities for 
students to learn according to their individual learning 
styles. 
Competency 
Recognize different learning and teaching 
styles can occur within classrooms. 
Objectives 
1. Analyze student learning environments to 
determine if opportunities are provided 
for differences in students' learning 
styles. 
2. Analyze teaching styles to determine if 
opportunities are provided for differences 
in students' learning styles. 
Conditions 
After the objectives were written to develop the competencies, 
learning opportunities were designed for the accomplishment of the objec¬ 
tives. The eighteen conditions identified in the literature review were 
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considered in the planning and implementation of the learning opportuni¬ 
ties and the design for the staff development program. The eighteen con¬ 
ditions will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 
——Addressing the needs of the participants. The needs of the 
program participants were addressed by providing elementary principals 
in central Pennsylvania with a list of activities important to the role 
of the principal in curriculum development. Based on principals' percep¬ 
tions as discussed in the first section of this chapter, the activity 
identified by most principals as important to their role was evaluating 
classroom instruction. Therefore, this program was designed to address 
the needs of elementary principals in curriculum development, more 
specifically, the need to gain skills in evaluating classroom instruc¬ 
tion. 
2. Designing a needs assessment instrument. A needs assessment 
instrument, entitled Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing 
Conceptual and Knowledge Needs, was designed to provide information on 
concepts and skills about evaluating classroom instruction which elemen¬ 
tary principals could benefit from reviewing or developing. On the 
Demographic Information Sheet, principals were asked to indicate if they 
had taken any college courses pertaining to evaluation. They were also 
asked to complete the needs assessment instrument which addressed the 
twenty-four learning objectives for evaluating classroom instruction. 
(See Appendix C.) Elementary principals indicated their familiarity 
with these concepts using the following Likert type scale: 
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4 Extremely Familiar 
3 Very Familiar 
2 Somewhat Familiar 
1 Not Familiar 
The researcher reviewed each principal's needs assessment instrument 
before assigning him learning opportunities. Those principals who would 
benefit from reviewing or addressing the concepts were provided with the 
designed learning opportunities. Principals already familiar with the 
concepts, as stated on the needs assessment and verified through the 
pretest, either omitted the learning opportunities or were group leaders 
to assist other principals to gain the competencies. 
3. Designing objectives. Based on the competencies identified 
through the literature review and the premises suggested by scholars, 
learning objectives were designed by the researcher. The objectives 
were written in terms of specific principal behaviors. A total of 
twenty-four objectives were written for the staff development program. 
4. Providing meaningful learning opportunities. The learning 
opportunities were designed to be meaningful to principals. This was 
accomplished by providing principals with opportunities to see the direct 
relationship between the concepts being discussed and their school set¬ 
ting. Designed into every lesson were activities which included either 
using the principal's school setting as a knowledge base to develop the 
new concepts or applying the new concepts to his existing school. 
5. Providing activity-oriented learning opportunities. Learning 
activities were designed to include many opportunities for principals to 
interact with different types of learning opportunities. A variety of 
instructional aides were used to keep participants' attention focused on 
no 
learning activities. This was accomplished through providing princi¬ 
pals with workbooks to record their learnings, many handouts, a brain¬ 
storming activity, a slide presentation, use of overhead projections, 
and materials brought to class by the principals from their schools. 
—Designing large group activities. 
h._Designing small group activities. 
——Designing individual activities. Learning opportunities were 
designed to include activities which had participants involved in large 
groups, small groups, and individual learning sessions. In each lesson, 
opportunities were provided for these three types of interaction. In 
every lesson, the principal had to both discuss concepts with someone 
else and had to reflect individually on the new concept and its applica¬ 
tion to himself and his school. 
There was one principal who participated in the study, but who was 
not able to participate in the large group instruction. This principal 
indicated he was very interested in participating in the program but 
unable to attend the workshops on scheduled dates. Therefore, the 
researcher visited this principal to meet with him on a tutorial basis. 
Although this principal was not present during the large group sessions, 
the researcher shared other principals' comments when applicable to the 
concepts being discussed. 
9. Providing opportunities for sharing information. In every 
lesson, opportunities were provided for principals to share their knowl¬ 
edge, experience, and ideas as related to the competencies being dis¬ 
cussed. These opportunities for sharing information were provided during 
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large and small group discussions. Again, it was this information which 
was shared with the one principal in the tutorial program who was not 
able to attend the workshops on the scheduled days. 
.IQ-:—Scheduled times convenient for participants. 
IIj—Scheduled workshop locations convenient for participants. 
Workshops were scheduled at times and locations convenient to principals. 
Times were scheduled for the two-day workshop with a six or seven day 
time span between the first and second session. Workshop locations were 
scheduled to be within forty miles of every principal. The locations of 
the workshops were scheduled to be held on March 21 and March 28, 1985, 
in Schuylkill County; March 26 and April 1, 1985, in the Williamsport 
area; and March 27 and April 2, 1985, in the Harrisburg area. 
Principals were mailed a letter informing them of the staff 
development program and inviting them to participate. Principals were 
asked to return a stamped, self-addressed postcard indicating if they 
were interested and could attend the program, if they were interested 
but could not attend on the dates listed, or if they were not interested 
in attending. Principals who did not return their postcards were mailed 
a follow-up letter on March 13, 1985, requesting their response if they 
would like to participate in the workshops. 
Principals who were interested in attending the program were mailed 
more specific information on the nature of the staff development program 
and telephoned two weeks later to determine if the scheduled time was 
convenient. All principals who were interested in attending the pro¬ 
gram, but unable to attend on the dates specified, were also telephoned 
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to determine a mutually convenient time for the principal and researcher. 
The two locations scheduled for the group sessions were in Lycoming and 
Schuylkill counties. The individual principals visited were in Dauphin 
and Union counties. 
—Scheduling facilities that reflect work environment to high 
decree. The workshops were scheduled in locations that highly reflected 
the elementary principals' work environment. In fact, all sessions were 
held in public schools. Since all principals were from public schools, 
this school setting reflected their actual work environment. 
13. Facilitating participants getting a superior's support. 
During the development of the questionnaire and the planning of the 
staff development program, measures were taken to keep the principals' 
superiors informed. A list of all Supervisors of Elementary Education 
and Superintendents was obtained through the 1984-85 Pennsylvania 
O 
Education Directory. All Supervisors of Elementary Education and 
Superintendents were mailed an explanatory letter, a summary of the 
results of the survey questionnaire received from seventy principals in 
central Pennsylvania, and a letter explaining the staff development pro¬ 
gram to be implemented with principals. The purpose of this action was 
to keep the principals' superiors informed of the needs identified by 
all principals in central Pennsylvania, as well as the planning which 
went into the designing of the staff development program. Also, in 
order to carry out the program, the principals needed released time to 
participate. By keeping the supervisors informed of the planning and 
content of the program, principals could more easily get the released 
113 
time to attend. 
14. Facilitating participants getting released time. As previously 
stated, the principals' supervisors were kept informed of the program in 
order to get their support for their principals participating in the pro¬ 
gram. Also, workshop sessions were scheduled on weekdays when principals 
were working. Program reviewers stated they believed principals would be 
able to obtain permission for two days of released time. Furthermore, 
they stated the released time would be easier to obtain if the sessions 
were not held the same week. Therefore, the program was scheduled for 
two days with each daily session being held approximately a week apart. 
15. Obtaining commitment from participants. Commitment was 
obtained from participants through correspondence and telephone conversa¬ 
tions. Principals responded on either postcards or follow-up letters if 
they were interested in participating in this program. All principals 
who indicated they were interested were telephoned to obtain a verbal 
commitment. 
16. Pilot testing program. Since it was not possible to obtain 
enough principals in the population to draw a sample for a pilot test 
program, the staff development program was given to three people to 
review. These people included one superintendent, one director of cur¬ 
riculum and instruction for grades kindergarten through twelve, and one 
elementary principal. All reviewers worked closely with elementary 
principals from central Pennsylvania. These people reviewed the pro¬ 
gram and suggested revisions. The changes were incorporated into the 
final staff development program implemented with principals. 
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——!^.intaining open channels of communication with participants. 
During the surveying of principals, as well as the planning and the 
implementation of the program, principals were kept informed of the 
staff development program. During these phases of the program, at least 
five letters went to the principals. To those who did not respond to 
the first letter, additional letters were mailed. Also, to principals 
who did not respond to letters to return their questionnaires and to 
principals who indicated they were interested in participating in the 
staff development program, telephone calls were made. Furthermore, 
during the workshop sessions, the researcher often asked if anyone had 
questions. She was also available before and after sessions if anyone 
wanted to speak to her. 
18. Designing evaluation plan. An evaluation plan was designed 
for this staff development program. The evaluation plan was designed 
to determine if the staff development program implemented in this study 
assisted elementary principals to gain competencies in evaluating class¬ 
room instruction. 
A pretest and posttest were administered for determining progress 
on each objective in the staff development program. The same test was 
used for both the pretest and posttest. The needs assessment for 
determining knowledge and concepts about evaluation of classroom 
instruction was administered after the workshop was completed to find 
out changes in principal perceptions toward their needs. An open- 
ended response sheet was given to all participants at the end of the 
workshop to obtain suggestions about strengths and weaknesses of the 
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workshop. (See Appendix D.) 
The pretest consisted of two components. First, the Evaluating 
Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs was 
designed to identify skills and concepts the elementary principals had 
already achieved, so that workshop sessions could be implemented to 
address those skills and concepts needed by most participants. Second, 
the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey Pretest was designed to 
serve as a base for comparison with the posttest to determine if the 
learning opportunities provided during the workshop sessions assisted 
elementary principals to gain competencies between the pretest and post¬ 
test period. 
The posttest consisted of three components. First, the Evaluating 
Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs was 
readministered to quantitatively gather principals' perceptions of hav¬ 
ing gained the competencies. Second, the Evaluating Classroom 
Instruction Survey Posttest was designed as a criterion-referenced 
instrument to measure objective attainment by the participants for the 
purpose of determining if the learning opportunities assisted principals 
in gaining the competencies. Scores were determined for all participants 
on the pretest and posttest. A comparison of these scores was used to 
determine if learning occurred. Third, the Response Sheet: Workshop 
Strengths and Weaknesses was designed as a qualitative data-gathering 
instrument to collect principals' perceptions of how the workshop 
specifically assisted them to achieve the workshop objectives and 
develop skills associated to evaluating classroom instruction. 
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Recommendations on how principals believed the program could be 
improved were also gathered. The results of this instrument were used 
to improve the program for future implementation. 
In addition to the pretest and posttest evaluation activities, 
individual lesson or session evaluation activities were implemented. 
These evaluation activities were scheduled for each objective. The plan 
included having principals write in workbooks, give presentations, and 
make oral evaluative statements during group discussions. 
Program Review 
Before the staff development program was implemented, an explana¬ 
tion of the program's development and a copy of the premises and learn¬ 
ing objectives were mailed to each one of the three reviewers. As 
stated previously, the reviewers consisted of one superintendent, one 
director of curriculum and instruction for grades kindergarten through 
twelve, and one elementary principal. The reviewers resided in central 
Pennsylvania and are familiar with principals who participated in this 
study. The three reviewers examined the documents and made recommenda¬ 
tions for additions and deletions based on the following seven ques¬ 
tions: 
1. Do you agree these skills will benefit elementary 
principals in carrying out evaluation of classroom 
instruction? 
2. Are the objectives, lesson plans, and evaluation 
activities clearly stated? 
Are the handouts clearly stated and do they provide 3. 
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the information clearly stated and do they provide 
the information elementary principals need to help 
achieve the objectives of a particular lesson plan? 
4. Is enough, too little, or too much time provided to 
carry out the lesson plans? 
5. Are there other evaluation activities that could be 
more important? Keep in mind this program is not 
to focus on teacher evaluation. 
6. Do the evaluation activities "Evaluate" the objec¬ 
tives? 
7. Looking at the program from your position in a 
school district, do you have suggestions for improv¬ 
ing this program? List them. 
Because the researcher realizes administrators are extremely busy 
and might not have the time to write a review of the program, a telephone 
call was made to each reviewer to discuss their perceptions of the staff 
development program. These tel phone conversations ranged in time from 
fifteen minutes to forty-five minutes. 
All reviewers commented the content of the program was both appro¬ 
priate and applicable for principals in central Pennsylvania. No dele¬ 
tions were recommended. All reviewers reinforced the importance of 
maintaining much discussion among the participants. One reviewer also 
recommended extra time be provided for principals to reflect on what 
they had discussed and learned. All reviewers suggested learning oppor¬ 
tunities should provide principals with opportunities to draw from their 
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school experience and use school materials to apply new concepts. The 
reviewers believed it was important to have principals apply the con¬ 
cepts of evaluation designs, association between written and practiced 
curriculum, and learning styles to their schools. 
The one area not addressed in the staff development program-was an 
application of the evaluation design to a principal's school setting. 
Therefore, another lesson was designed for the implementation of an 
evaluation design. Included in the planning of this lesson was a pre¬ 
mise, competency, list of objectives, learning opportunities, and 
evaluation. 
The new premise which arose from the reviewers' comments is as fol¬ 
lows: 
Premise 
Elementary principals can learn evaluation skills by actually 
carrying out the evaluation process. To evaluate classroom 
instruction, elementary principals should identify instruc¬ 
tional objectives, determine data to be collected, indicators 
in the data, and how data will be collected, analyzed, and 
reported. 
The competency which arose from the reviewers' comments is as fol¬ 
lows : 
Competency 
Being able to implement the evaluation process. 
The objectives which arose from the reviewers' comments are as fol¬ 
lows: 
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Objectives 
1. List objectives of the instructional program. 
2. Identify what data should be collected during an 
evaluation. 
3. State what indicators in the data will be examined 
during an evaluation. 
4. State procedures to be used to collect the data dur¬ 
ing an evaluation. 
o 
5. Identify how the data will be analyzed during an 
evaluation. 
6. Identify how the data will be reported during an 
evaluation. 
7. Apply the evaluation process to an instructional prob¬ 
lem in the school setting. 
8. Orally analyze the implementation of the evaluation 
process. 
In order to implement learning opportunities for these objectives, 
it was again necessary to review literature for information that could 
be useful to principals to gather data. The two types of data gather¬ 
ing evaluation methods had to be considered. They are quantitative and 
qualitative methods. 
Because most principals use standardized test programs in their 
schools and are familiar with quantitative data gathering instruments 
in which data is interpreted in terms of medians, means, ranges, 
standard deviations, etc., this concept was only reviewed. Principals 
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did have an opportunity to discuss and use quantitative data examples/ 
Quantitative instruments were described as being used to gather informa¬ 
tion for quantitative analysis. On quantitative instruments, response 
categories are predetermined and standardized. The instruments require 
responses from participants to be uniformly grouped and range from 
including Likert-type scales to "yes" and "no" responses to selections 
of answers from prespecified categories. 
Detailed information was given to principals on qualitative data- 
gathering instruments. Qualitative instruments collect data consisting 
of detailed descriptions of people, events, situations, learning environ¬ 
ments, or observed behaviors. These could be direct quotations from 
people about their experiences, attitudes, beliefs, and thoughts or 
excerpts or passages from records, documents, correspondence, and case 
histories. 
Qualitative data gathering means could also include unobtrusive 
measures, program documents and records, questionnaires, field notes, 
and interviews. An example of an unobtrusive measure, a subtle or hid¬ 
den criteria which an evaluator sees during the evaluation process, 
could be when the principal examines the relationship between the writ¬ 
ten curriculum and practiced curriculum, he finds a teacher not knowing 
where her copy of the written curriculum is. Program documents and 
records include written content which could range from the written cur¬ 
riculum to planned courses of study to grades to state reports. Ques¬ 
tionnaires include instruments compiled by an evaluator to survey a 
sample or population on a special topic. Field notes entail an 
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evaluator writing detailed notes to collect ongoing data. The notes 
consist of descriptions of what the evaluator experiences and/or 
observes, quotations heard during the observation, the evaluator's 
feelings and reactions to what he is observing, and insights and inter¬ 
pretations placed on the gathered observation information. Interviews 
provide information from persons that cannot be directly observed. 
Feelings, thoughts, intentions, behaviors, and situations that have 
already happened, and how people organize and attach meaning to the 
world they live in, are unobservable and best gathered through the use 
o 
of interviews. 
There are different approaches a principal could use to collect 
data through qualitative types of interviews. The two approaches to be 
discussed here are the general interview guide and the standardized 
open-ended interview.^ The general interview guide approach uses an 
outline of topics and issues to be covered and which are specified in 
advance. During the interview, the interviewer decides the sequencing 
and wording of the questions. This interviewing approach allows the 
interview to be carried out in a fairly conversational style. The 
standardized open-ended interview approach uses an outline of the exact 
wording and sequencing of questions which has all been specified in 
advance. All persons interviewed are asked the same questions in the 
same order. 
There are six types of questions which could be asked during an 
interview. These are as follows: 
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1. Experience/behavior, which addresses determining 
what a respondent does or has done. 
2. Opinion/value, which focuses on what a respondent 
thinks about the world, issues, or programs. 
3. Feeling, which focuses on the emotional responses of 
the respondent to his/her experiences and thoughts. 
4. Knowledge, which addresses obtaining factual informa¬ 
tion the respondent has. 
5. Sensory, which focuses on what has been seen, heard, 
touched, tasted, or smelled by the respondent. 
6. Background/demographic, which focuses on identifying 
characteristics of the respondent. 
Michael Patton states that an interviewer needs to focus on three 
phases of an interview. They are beginning the interview, the interview 
itself, and recording methods. 
When an interview begins, there is specific information which 
should be given to the respondent. This information includes what will 
be asked during the interview, who the information is for, how it will 
be handled--including confidentiality, what the purpose is of collect¬ 
ing the information, and how it will be used.^ 
Conducting an interview involves a structured process. When carry¬ 
ing out a qualitative interview, open-ended questions should be asked, 
and no dichotomous response-type questions should be used. Each ques¬ 
tion should address only one idea. The questions should use terminology 
with which the respondents are familiar, and the questions should be 
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stated on the presupposition that the respondent has had certain experi¬ 
ences, feelings, knowledge, and opinions. The interview could be car¬ 
ried out by beginning with questions about noncontroversial behaviors, 
activities, and experiences. The questions should address straight 
recall, rather than statements requiring interpretation or opinion. 
Only after an experience has been described and discussed, questions 
about interpretations, opinions, and feelings could be asked. Next, 
questions about knowledge and skills could be asked. Because these 
types of questions could be threatening to the respondent, they should 
be asked in conjunction with specific questions about descriptions of 
program activities. Questions asked that cover a period of time should 
begin with questions about the present. Using the present as a base¬ 
line, questions should be asked about the same activity in the past and 
then about the future. Background and demographic questions should be 
interwoven throughout the interview. If this is not possible, they 
should be saved for the end of the interview. Depending on the types of 
questions asked, they could be uncomfortable for the respondent and 
should not be asked at the start of the interview. If background infor¬ 
mation is necessary to direct the interview, a minimum number of ques¬ 
tions should be asked at the beginning of the interview. Questions 
should also be neutrally stated. When possible, questions should allow 
the respondent to state his/her comments without fear of engendering the 
disfavor of the interviewer. Questions could be seen to be neutral when 
the evaluator states examples of answers that cover several dimensions 
and that include extremes of both positive and negative kinds of 
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possible responses. 
The primary data obtained during an interview are the quotations. 
Three methods of recording data could be used to obtain this data. 
They include a tape recorder, taking notes during the interview, or 
recording observations after the interview. 
Using this information obtained through an examination of litera¬ 
ture on qualitative data-gathering measures, the new objectives became 
a part of the program. Because the objectives were an application of 
the evaluation design, this lesson followed the theoretical evaluation 
designs. Through this lesson, the principals were able to put the 
theory into practice. 
In this section of the chapter, the combination of the premises, 
competencies, and conditions identified through a literature review and 
suggested by program reviewers to be included in the staff development 
program was discussed. The next section of the chapter discusses the 
actual implementation of the staff development program designed to 
assist elementary principals to gain competencies in evaluating class¬ 
room instruction. 
Implementation of Staff Development 
Program 
This section of the chapter describes the implementation of the 
staff development program designed to assist elementary principals to 
gain competencies in evaluating classroom instruction. More specifi¬ 
cally, discussed are the needs assessment, pretest, and lesson plans 
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implemented with principals. 
Needs Assessment 
The needs assessment instrument, Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs, was administered to all prin¬ 
cipals participating in the workshop sessions. Principals completed 
all items on this instrument before workshop sessions began. Princi¬ 
pals answered items using one of the following responses: 4, Extremely 
Familiar; 3, Very Familiar; 2, Somewhat Familiar; and 1, Not Familiar. 
Seventeen principals completed the twenty-four item instrument. 
Based on principals' responses, and when substantiated by the 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey Pretest, if a principal indi¬ 
cated he was very familiar with a competency, he either omitted the 
workshop session or served as a leader of one of the classroom groups 
during the session to share his knowledge with others. A principal 
indicating on this instrument that he was not very familiar with the 
concept, and when substantiated by the Evaluating Classroom Instruction 
Survey Pretest, was presented with materials to develop the concept. 
Pretest 
Principals who participated in the staff development program com¬ 
pleted the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey Pretest. This 
pretest was a criterion-referenced instrument used to measure a princi¬ 
pal's knowledge of a concept. The instrument contained seventeen 
items, and principals were instructed to write their own responses giv¬ 
ing as much detail as possible. The researcher had established 
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criteria for each competency based on concepts found in the literature 
review. 
As stated in the Needs Assessment section of this chapter, princi¬ 
pals who were found to already know concepts on the pretest were 
excluded from participating in certain workshop sessions. At times, 
they did use their expertise to assist in group discussions. 
Because of some of the principals' time constraints, two princi¬ 
pals were not able to develop all the skills that the needs assessment 
and pretest indicated were needed. 
G 
Lesson Plans Implemented 
in Workshop Sessions 
As discussed in the previous section of this chapter, eight 
premises guided this study. Under each of these premises, a competency 
and specific behavioral objectives were written. A total of eight com¬ 
petencies resulted in twenty-four behavioral objectives being listed. 
The objectives for the sessions were not designed to be cumulative in 
nature. A principal did not have to complete certain objectives to 
gain prerequisites for subsequent lessons. When a principal's scores 
on the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey Pretest indicated he 
knew one objective of a lesson, but not all the objectives, he did par¬ 
ticipate in an entire lesson during the workshop. 
Specific learning opportunities were provided for objective attain¬ 
ment. These learning opportunities included the conditions identified 
and discussed in the previous section of this chapter. 
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The detailed lesson plans which were implemented during the staff 
development program are as follows: 
LESSON ONE 
Objectives 
1. Compare scholars' definitions of "evaluation." 
2. Define "evaluation" for oneself. 
Learning Opportunities 
1. A handout of evaluation definitions by educa¬ 
tional scholars will be given to the elementary 
Q 
principals. 
2. Elementary principals will discuss these defini¬ 
tions for similarities and differences. 
3. Elementary principals will discuss other defini¬ 
tions they know. 
4. Each elementary principal will select a defini¬ 
tion from the handout which best matches his 
own philosophy of evaluation. 
5. Elementary principals will apply the different 
definitions of evaluation to activities that 
occur in their schools. Each principal will 
offer at least one suggestion during a group 
discussion. 
Evaluation 
1. Each elementary principal will write in his/her 
workbook one of the discussed scholars' 
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definitions of evaluation. 
2. Each elementary principal will write in his/her 
workbook his/her own definition of evaluation. 
LESSON TWO 
Objectives 
1. Identify the two types of evaluation. 
2. Define "formative" and "summative" evalua¬ 
tion. 
Learning Opportunities 
c 
1. A handout defining formative and summative 
evaluation will be given to the elementary 
principals. 
2. The elementary principals will analyze and dis¬ 
cuss similarities and differences between forma¬ 
tive and summative evaluation. 
3. The elementary principals will discuss how 
teachers use formative and summative evaluation 
in their schools. 
4. The elementary principals will discuss how they 
use formative and summative evaluation in their 
schools. 
Evaluation 
1. The elementary principal will write in his/her 
workbook two types of evaluation. 
2. The elementary principal will write in his/her 
workbook a definition of formative and summa- 
tive evaluation. 
LESSON THREE 
Objectives 
1. Compare descriptive statements of measurement 
to evaluation. 
2. Analyze school situations to determine if they 
depict measurement or evaluation. 
3. Identify two types of tests used during measure¬ 
ment. 
4. Analyze testing situations to determine if 
criterion-referenced or norm-referenced tests 
should be used. 
Learning Opportunities 
1. A handout explaining the term "measurement" 
will be given to the elementary principals. 
2. The principals will discuss similarities and 
differences between measurement and evaluation. 
3. The principals will divided into groups of two 
or three to identify and discuss activities 
that use measurement instruments. 
4. Each group will summarize to the other groups 
activities they identified as using measuring 
instruments. 
5. The principals will write answers on the hand¬ 
out which depict evaluation and measurement 
situations. 
6. The workshop leader will discuss with the prin¬ 
cipals reasons situations are evaluation or 
measurement. Also discussed will be how mea¬ 
surement situations could be altered to classify 
as evaluation. 
7. A handout describing criterion-referenced and 
norm-referenced tests will be given to the 
elementary principals. 
8. The elementary principals will discuss school 
situations for which criterion-referenced and 
norm-referenced tests would be appropriate. 
9. The principals will discuss school situations 
for which criterion-referenced or norm- 
referenced tests are appropriate to the situa¬ 
tions . 
10. Principals will discuss reasons why tests are 
considered criterion-referenced or norm- 
referenced. 
Eva!uation 
1. The elementary principal will write a few sen¬ 
tences in his/her workbook differentiating mea¬ 
surement and evaluation. 
2. The elementary principal will list in his/her 
workbook two activities that are measurement and 
two activities that are evaluation. 
3. The elementary principal will list in his/her 
workbook two types of tests that could be used 
for measurement. 
4. The elementary principal will write in his/her 
workbook one example for which each test would 
be appropriate. 
LESSON FOUR 
Objectives 
1. Identify one scholar's design of the evaluation 
process. 
2. Name the elements in the evaluation design. 
Learning Opportunities 
1. An overhead projector will be used to illustrate 
evaluation designs by Taba and Bishop. 
2. A handout will be given to the elementary 
principals. The handout will illustrate the 
designs shown on the overhead projector and one 
by a student at the University of Massachusetts. 
3. The elementary principals will discuss simi¬ 
larities and differences in the two designs. 
4. The elementary principals will discuss elements 
of the designs they already consider when 
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planning an evaluation. 
The elementary principals will discuss design 
components they plan to add to their own 
designs of evaluations. 
Evaluation 
1. The elementary principal will write the name 
of one scholar and his/her design of the evalua¬ 
tion process. 
2. The elementary principal will list at least 
four elements that could be in an evaluation 
design. 
LESSON FIVE 
Objectives 
1. List objectives of the instructional program. 
2. Identify what data should be collected during 
an evaluation. 
3. State what indicators in the data will be 
examined during an evaluation. 
4. State procedures to be used to collect the data 
during an evaluation. 
5. Identify how the data will be analyzed during 
and evaluation. 
6. Identify how the data will be reported during 
an evaluation. 
7. Apply the evaluation process to an instructional 
problem in the school setting. 
8. Orally analyze the implementation of the evalua¬ 
tion process. 
Learning Opportunities 
1. A handout describing quantitative and qualita¬ 
tive data gathering instruments will be given to 
elementary principals. 
2. The elementary principals will work as a group 
to write an evaluation process for one classroom 
instructional problem. First, a problem will be 
identified. Second, objectives of the instruc¬ 
tional program will be listed. Third, data to 
be collected will be stated. Fourth, indicators 
in the data to be examined will be identified. 
Fifth, how the data is to be collected, analyzed, 
and reported will be stated. 
3. On 3 x 5 cards, elementary principals will list 
classroom instructional problems in their 
schools. The problems will be described in terms 
of student or teacher behavior. 
4. Elementary principals will brainstorm to identify 
different objectives of instructional programs, 
types of data to collect, indicators in data 
which could be examined, and procedures to use 
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to collect, analyze, and report data. 
5. Elementary principals will divide into groups 
according to mutual problems in classroom 
instruction. 
6. Each group of elementary principals will select 
an evaluation design to follow to carry out an 
evaluation of their problem. 
7. Having determined the design, the elementary 
principals will list elements under each compo¬ 
nent to be examined, analyzed, or reported. 
8. The elementary principals will implement the 
evaluation process in their school setting. 
9. The following class, the elementary principals 
will report to the class the results of their 
evaluation. Also, to be discussed are aspects 
of the design and implementation process which 
were successful and those which should be 
altered. 
Evaluation 
1. The elementary principals will give a ten to 
fifteen minute presentation discussing the 
evaluation process he/she implemented in the 
school setting. To be included in the discus¬ 
sion are objectives evaluated, data examined, 
and how the data was collected, analyzed, and 
reported. 
The elementary principals will write a one-page 
summary of the instructional problem he/she 
evaluated. This summary will be given to his/ 
her supervisor. 
LESSON SIX 
Objectives 
1. Define hidden curriculum. 
2. Identify hidden curriculum issues which could 
occur during classroom instruction. 
Learning Opportunities 
1. A handout defining "hidden curriculum" will 
be given to the elementary principals. 
2. Elementary principals will discuss the dif¬ 
ferences between the written or expressed cur¬ 
riculum and the hidden curriculum of their 
schools. 
3. The elementary principals will divide into 
four groups. Each group will be given a card 
which states one of the following: reading, 
math, social studies, or building. 
4. Each group will write implied or hidden cur¬ 
riculum learnings that could occur in their 
category. 
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5. Each group will report to the other groups the 
learnings they identified. Group members can 
offer additional suggestions. 
Evaluation 
1. The elementary principal will write a defini¬ 
tion of hidden curriculum in his/her workbook. 
2. The elementary principal will list in his/her 
workbook four hidden curriculum issues or 
learnings which could occur during classroom 
instruction. 
LESSON SEVEN 
Objectives 
1. Compare written curriculum to practiced class¬ 
room curriculum. 
2. Analyze classroom instruction to determine 
how to bring about a closer association 
* between the written curriculum and the prac- 
ticed curriculum. 
! Learning Opportunities 
1. Elementary principals will bring documents to 
this session which describe what teachers do 
in preparation for and during classroom 
instruction. Included could be copies of 
lesson plans, anecdotal records, or field notes 
on observations of teachers. 
I 
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2. Three handouts ("Writing Instructional 
Objectives,"."Learning Domains," and "Goals 
of Quality Education") will be given to the 
elementary principals and discussed. 
3. Elementary principals will identify common 
criteria to use as a base for identifying 
classroom instructional objectives. 
4. Elementary principals will design an evalua¬ 
tion process to determine if the practiced 
school curriculum is associated to the written 
curriculurn. 
5. Elementary principals will independently carry 
out the evaluation process using documentation 
they have brought to the workshop. 
6. Elementary principals will discuss their find¬ 
ings with others. 
7. Elementary principals will write a list of 
recommendations to bring about a closer associa¬ 
tion between the written and practiced curricu¬ 
lum of the school. Also, further research 
which should be carried out in the school set¬ 
ting will be identified. 
Evaluation 
1. The elementary principal will list in his/her 
workbook two ways the curriculum practiced in 
classroom is associated to the written cur¬ 
riculum. 
2. The elementary principal will list in his/her 
workbook two ways the practiced and the written 
curriculum differ. 
3. The elementary principal will orally state 
during group discussions how teachers could 
bring about a closer association between the 
written and practiced curriculum of his/her 
school. 
LESSON EIGHT 
Objectives 
1. Analyze student learning environments to deter¬ 
mine if opportunities are provided for dif¬ 
ferences in students' learning styles. 
2. Analyze teaching styles to determine if oppor¬ 
tunities are provided for differences in stu¬ 
dents' learning styles. 
Learning Opportunities 
1. A handout by Rita Dunn and Kenneth Dunn on 
variables that impact student learning will be 
given to elementary principals. With the 
workshop leader, they will review and discuss 
the variables. 
2. Elementary principals will discuss a handout 
listing different student learning styles. 
Elementary principals will write one example 
of each type of learner. 
3. Elementary principals will discuss a handout 
listing different teaching styles. 
4. A thirty slide presentation depicting learn¬ 
ing environments for students will be given. 
Elementary principals will discuss different 
student learning styles illustrated during 
the slide presentation. 
5. Elementary principals will design an evaluation 
process to determine if classroom teachers are 
providing different learning opportunities for 
different students' learning styles. 
6. Using the same documents used in Lesson Seven, 
as well as their memory, elementary principals 
will evaluate two teachers in their school. 
Evaluation 
1. Elementary principals will list in their work¬ 
books ten variables that interact to comprise 
a student's individual learning style. 
2. Elementary principals will orally discuss 
three learning opportunities provided by teach¬ 
ers in their school to accommodate different 
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students' learning styles. 
3. Elementary principals will orally discuss 
three teaching styles used by teachers in 
their school to accommodate different stu¬ 
dents' learning styles. 
In this section of the chapter, the implementation of the staff 
development program designed to assist principals to gain competencies 
in evaluating classroom instruction was described. The needs assessment 
and eight lessons implemented were examined. Included in the eight 
lessons were the twenty-four specific learning objectives, as well as 
fifty-six learning opportunities and twenty evaluation activity compo¬ 
nents. The next section of the chapter examines how the results of this 
implementation were used. 
Process of Field Testing and 
Determining Changes 
In this section of the chapter, the process of the field testing of 
the staff development program to assist elementary principals to gain 
competencies in evaluating classroom instruction will be examined. More 
specifically, workshop attendance, different evaluation instruments used 
to gather data, how the data was interpreted, and how changes needed in 
the program were determined will be discussed. 
Workshop Attendance 
All principals had been invited to attend all workshop sessions. 
Based on the results of the pretest, it was possible for principals to 
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omit workshop sessions when they already had the necessary skills. 
Principals who wished to attend the sessions and act as discussion 
leaders were recorded as participating in the session. However, no 
pretest/posttest score comparisons were recorded for these persons. 
Also, some principals indicated even though they were unable to attend 
the sessions for two days, they wished to participate in the program. 
These principals were invited to attend as many sessions as possible 
and are included in the workshop sessions data. 
Evaluation Instruments 
A Demographic Information Sheet was used to collect demographic 
and background information on principals. More specifically, informa¬ 
tion on the numbers and types of schools participants supervise, 
courses or workshops completed on evaluation by principals, and evalua¬ 
tion activities carried out by principals in their schools was gathered. 
Three additional instruments were used to evaluate the implementa¬ 
tion of the staff development program. The instruments consisted of 
the Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and 
Knowledge Needs, the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey Posttest, 
and the Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and Weaknesses. 
The instrument, Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing 
Conceptual and Knowledge Needs, was used to measure the principals' per¬ 
ceptions of having the objectives of the staff development program. The 
instrument was the same as used for the initial needs assessment. 
The Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey: Pretest and Posttest 
were criterion-referenced tests. The pretest was administered before 
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the principals began participating in the workshop learning opportuni¬ 
ties. The posttest was administered after the workshop sessions had 
been completed. These instruments contained exactly the same questions. 
The same criteria were used to evaluate the principals' responses on the 
pretest and posttest. The criteria used were those which originated 
through the literature review. A system of scoring was used in which a 
score of two was assigned to an item response totally correct. A score 
of one was assigned to a response partially correct. A score of zero 
was assigned to a response not correct either in part or totally. After 
the posttests had been scored, the evaluator compared each principal's 
pretests and posttests to determine if an answer had been evaluated 
differently on either test. This had happened only once and on the 
pretest. Therefore, the principal's score on the pretest was changed 
so he was given recognition as having the skill when coming to the pro¬ 
gram. It was not recorded on the data analysis as a skill gained dur¬ 
ing the workshop. 
The Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and Weaknesses contained 
three open-ended statements and was administered after the workshop 
sessions had been completed. The purpose of this instrument was to 
obtain principals' perceptions of how the staff development program 
assisted them to achieve program objectives and develop skills. Princi¬ 
pals were asked to write as much detail as possible. The instrument 
included the following three items: 
1. The concepts and skills discussed during this work¬ 
shop which I have gained and believe will assist me 
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as an elementary principal in evaluating classroom 
instruction are: 
2. The learning activities used during this workshop 
which assisted me best to achieve the program objec¬ 
tives are: 
3. Please make additional comments on how you have 
benefitted or plan to use skills gained through this 
program. Also, please offer recommendations on how 
you believe this program could be improved. 
The data obtained through these three instruments was analyzed to 
determine if the staff development program assisted elementary princi¬ 
pals to gain competencies for evaluating classroom instruction. 
Interpretation of Data 
The data for the Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing 
Conceptual and Knowledge Needs, Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey: 
Pretest and Posttest, and Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and 
Weaknesses were interpreted as follows. 
First, the ranges, modes, medians, and means were calculated for 
the Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and 
Knowledge Needs to determine if the principals perceived the staff 
development program addressing the objectives of the program and the 
needs they had indicated. Examined were the differences in the score 
ranges on the needs assessment administered before and after the work¬ 
shop sessions. Also compared were the differences in modes, medians, 
and means. 
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Second, the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey Posttest 
was compared to the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey Pretest 
criterion-referenced scores to determine if principals' scores indi¬ 
cated the staff development program assisted them to gain skills in 
evaluating classroom instruction. Examined were specific item scores, 
modes, medians, and means of principals' pretests and posttests. 
Third, the Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and Weaknesses 
containing open-ended statements was analyzed to determine if the 
qualitative statements made by principals supported the staff develop¬ 
ment program assisting them to gain skills in curriculum development. 
Having discussed how the data were analyzed, the next chapter of 
this study examines the results of the data collection as it relates to 
the four major research questions that guided the study. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
This chapter presents two types of analysis of data collected in 
this exploratory study. First, questionnaires pilot tested in 
Massachusetts and later sent to elementary principals in central 
Pennsylvania are examined. Second, implementation of the staff develop¬ 
ment program designed to assist elementary principals in developing 
their skills for providing leadership in curriculum improvement are 
reviewed. 
Questionnaire Analysis 
This section of the chapter discusses results of the questionnaire 
designed to determine principals' perceptions of their responsibilities 
in leadership for curriculum development. 
Analysis of Massachusetts Role 
Identification Questionnaire Data 
Here the researcher examines pilot results of the Role 
Identification Questionnaire completed by five principals in eastern 
Massachusetts who participated in perfecting the questionnaire. 
The data of the Massachusetts pilot test group's Demographic 
Information Sheets resulted in four observations. First, the five prin¬ 
cipals surveyed came from demographically different school settings. 
Student populations ranged in buildings from 210 to 650. Schools were 
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located in urban, suburban, and rural settings. Grades in the schools 
ranged from kindergarten through sixth. 
Second, confusion was stated on item three of the Demographic 
Information Sheet. The statement "Size of school district student 
population" was unclear to one of the principals. Therefore, this word¬ 
ing was changed on the final instrument to read, "Size of student 
population in your school district." All other items on the question¬ 
naire were reported to be clear and understandable. 
Third, differentiations among the perceptions of the principals on 
the Role Identification Survey were found. Seven items received a 
one hundred percent response as "Very Important." (See Appendix B.) 
These items wree numbers: two, "Assisting on systemwide curriculum 
committtees"; four, "Developing school budgets"; five, "Evaluating 
classroom instruction"; twenty-five, "Insuring that teachers follow 
prescribed curriculum"; thirty-five, "Setting and maintaining high 
standards for quality in the curriculum"; forty-four, "Supervising 
instructional staff"; and fifty-three, "Facilitating the absorption of 
new teachers into the school." One item which was viewed as 
"Unimportant" or "Somewhat Important" was number thirteen, "Meeting with 
students on curriculum committees." All other items received responses 
from "Very Important" to "Somewhat Important." 
Fourth, on the Role Identification Survey: Priorities where prin¬ 
cipals were requested to select their perceptions of the six most impor¬ 
tant statements, no obvious clusterings were found. A variety of 
responses again resulted. No one item was identified by one hundred 
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percent of the principals as most important. A variety of items were 
listed as most important. Three principals selected item numbers 
five, "Evaluating classroom instruction"; ten, "Conducting curriculum 
inservice workshops for teachers"; and fifty-four, "Supporting teachers' 
efforts to design research projects to improve curriculum decision¬ 
making at the instructional level and as a data base for long-range 
planning at the school level." Two principals chose item numbers 
three, Providing for parental involvement in curriculum development"; 
thirty-five, "Setting and maintaining high standards for quality in the 
curriculum"; forty-four, "Supervising instructional staff"; and forty- 
seven, "Establishing clear and attainable goals for the school." Indi¬ 
vidual principals selected item numbers four, "Developing school 
budgets"; seven, "Helping identify needs of learners in order to develop 
curriculum objectives"; nine, "Assisting teachers in selecting curricu¬ 
lum materials"; fourteen, "Setting up meetings for teachers with cur¬ 
riculum specialists"; twenty-four, "Serving as resource person in the 
classroom"; twenty-five, "Insuring that teachers follow prescribed cur¬ 
riculum"; twenty-six, "Encouraging use of community resources"; twenty- 
eight, "Utilizing school philosophy to develop curriculum objectives"; 
twenty-nine, "Conducting needs assessment"; thirty-three, "Evaluating 
the curriculum development process while it is occurring"; thirty-eight, 
"Providing opportunities for school staff to exchange ideas regarding 
the curricula"; fifty-one, "Supporting new teaching behaviors that are 
congruent with the educational objectives of the school ; and fifty-two, 
"Monitoring the implementation process of selected curricula. 
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Therefore, in order to gather more information from principals for 
the purpose of establishing response clusterings around fewer items than 
these Massachusetts principals indicated, the Role Identification Survey: 
Priorities questionnaire was altered so that principals were instructed 
to select ten, not six, statements they perceived to be most fundamental 
to their role in curriculum development. This revision was made on the 
instrument mailed to Pennsylvania principals. 
The results of the Massachusetts principal group showed one item 
was identified by all principals with a 4 or “Very Important" rating on 
the first section of the questionnaire. Three principals also cited 
this same item as "Most Important" on the second section of the instru¬ 
ment. This item was number five, "Evaluating classroom instruction." 
Analysis of Pennsylvania Questionnaire Data 
This section of the study will examine the results of the Role 
Identification Questionnaire distributed to elementary principals in 
central Pennsylvania. 
The revised Role Identification Questionnaire was mailed to eighty- 
eight elementary principals in Lycoming, Northumberland, Union, 
Schuylkill, Dauphin, Snyder, and Montour counties. Seventy-three prin¬ 
cipals returned the questionnaire. The data on these instruments was 
analyzed resulting in the following observations. 
The Demographic Information Sheets revealed that the principals 
came from diverse backgrounds. (See Appendix B.) Each principal stated 
if the location of his school was urban, suburban, or rural. These 
designations were substantiated or disputed by Mr. Robert Burrows, 
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Division of Data Services, at the Department of Education, in Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania. When there was a dispute between a principal and 
Mr. Burrows designation of a school, Mr. Burrows' finding was used. 
The locations of schools included twelve urban, sixteen suburban, and 
forty-two rural settings. 
The population within elementary levels and districts ranged 
widely. The smallest elementary school had a population of 211, while 
the largest was 1,375. The student population within school districts 
ranged from 850 to 11,000. 
These elementary principals were responsible for supervising a 
variety of grade levels. The majority of principals, thirty-two, were 
responsible for schools housing grades kindergarten through sixth. Over 
one-half of the principals, fifty-two, supervised schools with grades 
kindergarten through fifth or kindergarten through sixth. Over one- 
half of the principals, fifty-two, supervised schools with grades kinder¬ 
garten through fifth or kindergarten through sixth. Over ninety percent 
of the principals, sixty-five, supervised schools with five or more 
grade levels. Buildings with the least number of principals were 
schools with three grade levels. One, five or seven percent of the 
seventy principals were responsible for these buildings. 
A variety of responses were found on both the Role Identification 
Survey and Role Identification Survey: Priorities. The questionnaire 
items were factor analyzed to determine if there were powerful factors 
and associated activities. However, the items did not differentiate 
responses so it was not possible to identify by factor analysis one or a 
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few common activities for investigation. Therefore, the principals' 
responses were examined in three ways. First, on the Role 
Identification Survey, responses were examined to determine items 
receiving seventy percent or greater response scores of four or "Very 
Important." Second, items on this instrument were also examined to 
determine activities receiving ninety-seven percent or greater response 
scores of four, "Very Important," and three, "Important." Third, the 
Role Identification Survey: Priorities was examined to determine the 
ten items receiving the most responses by principals as the most impor¬ 
tant activities associated to the role of the elementary principal in 
curriculum development. 
On the Role Identification Survey, the item numbers which received 
seventy percent or greater ratings of four were identified. The 
responses were as follows: five, "Evaluating classroom instruction," 
ninety-one percent; forty-four, "Supervising instructional staff," 
ninety-one percent; thirty-five, "Setting and maintaining high stan¬ 
dards for quality in the curriculum," seventy-eight percent; two, 
"Assisting teachers in evaluating the effectiveness of the curriculum," 
seventy-seven percent; and forty-seven, "Establishing clear and attain¬ 
able goals for the school," seventy-two percent. In examining these 
data, two items were found to have received the same highest response 
score. These items were number five, "Evaluating classroom instruction, 
and number forty-four, "Supervising instructional staff." Both items 
received a four rating by sixty-four or ninety-one percent of the prin¬ 
cipals. 
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On the Role Identification Survey, items were also examined for 
the combined ratings of four, "Very Important," and three, "Important," 
at the ninety-seven percent or greater response level. Nine items met 
this criteria. Items receiving one hundred percent response were 
numbers five, "Evaluating classroom instruction," and thirty-five, 
"Setting and maintaining high standards for quality in the curriculum." 
Items receiving ninety-eight percent response were numbers two, "Assist¬ 
ing teachers in evaluating the effectiveness of the curriculum"; thirty- 
six, "Recommending changes for improving the design of the curriculum"; 
forty-four, "Supervising instructional staff"; and forty-seven, 
"Establishing clear and attainable goals for the school." Items receiv¬ 
ing ninety-seven percent response were numbers eighteen, "Evaluating 
curriculum materials"; twenty-five, "Insuring that teachers follow pre¬ 
scribed curriculum"; and thirty-three, "Evaluating the curriculum 
development process while it is occurring." The two items receiving the 
highest number of four and three ratings were item numbers five, "Evalu¬ 
ating classroom instruction," and thirty-five, "Setting and maintaining 
high standards for quality in the curriculum.' These two items received 
responses by one hundred percent of the principals. 
The item which received the most four, as well as four and three 
rating responses on the first section of the questionnaire, was item 
number five, "Evaluating classroom instruction. 
On the Role Identification Survey: Priorities, the ten items which 
received the most responses by principals for being the most important 
activities associated to the role of the elementary principal in 
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curriculum development were identified. The ten item numbers were as 
follows: five, "Evaluating classroom instruction," received fifty-seven 
responses; forty-four, "Supervising instructional staff," received 
forty-seven responses; thirty-five, "Setting and maintaining high stan¬ 
dards for quality in the curriculum," received forty-three responses; 
forty-seven, "Establishing clear and attainable goals for the school," 
received forty responses; two, "Assisting teachers in evaluating the 
effectiveness of the curriculum," received thirty-three responses; 
twenty-five, "Insuring that teachers follow prescribed curriculum," 
received twenty-nine responses; thirty-eight, "Providing opportunities 
for school staff to exchange ideas regarding the curricula," received 
twenty-seven responses; ten, "Conducting curriculum inservice workshops 
for teachers," received twenty-six responses; seven, "Helping identify 
needs of learners in order to develop curriculum objectives," received 
twenty-four responses; and thirty-three, "Evaluating the curriculum 
development process while it is occurring," received twenty-three 
responses. The most important activity identified on this second sec¬ 
tion of the instrument was item number five, "Evaluating classroom 
instruction." This item surpassed the second choice, item number forty- 
seven, by fourteen percent response. 
The one item, as shown in Table 1, designated by principals on both 
the Role Identification Survey and the Role Identification Survey: 
Priorities, using the aforementioned three methods of analyses as most 
important to the role of the elementary principal in curriculum develop¬ 
ment, was item number five, "Evaluating classroom instruction. 
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Therefore, evaluating classroom instruction became the goal for the 
staff development program. 
Analysis of Implementation of Staff 
Development Program 
This section of the study examines the results of the implementa¬ 
tion of the staff development program designed to assist elementary prin¬ 
cipals in developing their skills for providing leadership in curriculum 
improvement. More specifically, the results of the implementation of 
the staff development program to assist elementary principals in central 
Pennsylvania to gain skills in evaluating classroom instruction are dis¬ 
cussed. The results of the principals' Demographic Information Sheets, 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge 
Needs, specific workshops attended, and Evaluating Classroom 
Instructional Survey Pretest and Posttest are examined. In addition, a 
comparison is shown between the principals' pretest and posttest scores. 
Demographic Information Sheets 
The Demographic Information Sheets provided information on the par¬ 
ticipants in the staff development program. (See Appendix E.) These 
sheets revealed the principals came to the workshop sessions with 
diverse backgrounds. Seventeen elementary principals from five central 
Pennsylvania counties and different urban, suburban, and rural settings 
participated in the implementation of the staff development program. 
The principals and counties were as follows: eleven from Lycoming, 
from Montour, two from Schuylkill, one from Northumberland, and one from 
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Dauphin. Five principals were from urban, two from suburban, and eleven 
from rural locations. 
The principals indicated they supervised a number of buildings and 
teachers, as well as a span of grade levels. Ten principals indicated 
they were responsible for one building, five for two buildings, and two 
for three buildings. The range of principals supervising teachers 
varied. It was as follows: one with less than twenty, seven with 
twenty to twenty-nine, six with thirty to thirty-nine, one with forty to 
forty-nine, and two with fifty to fifty-five. Principals supervised dif¬ 
ferent grade levels. They were as follows: one with grades kindergarten 
and first, one with grades two through five, two with grades kindergarten 
through three, three with grades kindergarten through four, eleven with 
grades kindergarten through five, and five with grades kindergarten 
through six. 
The principals stated they had a variety of backgrounds in terms of 
previous courses in evaluation. Ten principals indicated they had taken 
college courses which were entitled "Evaluation.11 Of these ten, three 
indicated they had taken two courses, three had one course, two had 
"several," and two did not state a number. Seven principals indicated 
they had no such college courses. Eleven principals also indicated they 
had college courses which addressed the topic of evaluation even though 
"Evaluation" was not in the course title. These principals' responses 
were as follows: two had six, one took "several," two had two, four had 
one, and two replied "yes" to the question but gave no number of courses 
Six principals indicated they had no such courses. Of the two 
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categories just mentioned, three principals stated they never had a col¬ 
lege course which included "Evaluation" in the course title or addressed 
the evaluation process. 
The principals indicated that the amount of time they devoted to 
evaluation activities within their schools varied. Principals answered 
this question by either giving a total amount of time spent on evalua¬ 
tion or by categories of teacher evaluation and curriculum evaluation. 
Of those principals responding by total amounts of time evaluating, 
they were as follows: one principal spent twenty percent and two prin¬ 
cipals spent forty percent. Of those responding by the category of 
teacher evaluation, principal responses were as follows: one principal 
spent ten percent, two principals spent fifteen percent, two principals 
spent twenty percent, one principal spent twenty-five percent, four 
principals spent thirty percent, two principals spent forty percent, and 
one principal spent forty-five percent. Of those responding by the cate¬ 
gory of curriculum evaluation, responses were as follows: three princi¬ 
pals spent ten percent, four principals spent twenty percent, two princi¬ 
pals spent twenty-five percent, one principal spent thirty percent, one 
principal spent thirty-five percent, and one principal spent forty per¬ 
cent. One principal did not answer this question. 
A question was included on the Demographic Information Sheet to 
determine if principals themselves were evaluated using a formal evalua¬ 
tion process. Eleven principals stated they had a formal plan including 
either goals or objectives, four replied informal methods were utilized, 
and two did not respond. 
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In summary, seventeen principals participated in the staff develop¬ 
ment program. They came from five counties and from urban, suburban, 
and rural school settings. Participants had different numbers of 
schools, grades, and teachers to supervise. They also had a range of 
either having or not having previous college courses that addressed the 
evaluation process. Furthermore, they spent different amounts of time 
evaluating others and being evaluated by their superiors. The princi¬ 
pals participating in this program came to the workshops with different 
experiences as part of their knowledge base. 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing 
Conceptual and Knowledge Needs--Pretest 
The Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and 
Knowledge Needs implemented with principals, before the workshop ses¬ 
sions, documents that principals came to the workshop sessions with dif¬ 
ferent knowledge bases. All seventeen principals completed this entire 
instrument, and the data revealed the following information. 
First, there were four ranges of scores on the Evaluating 
Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs. The 
range, one to three, was represented most frequently and found on thir¬ 
teen items. Fifty-four percent of items had scores in this range cate¬ 
gory. The second most frequently represented range was one to four and 
found on six items. Twenty-five percent of items had scores in this 
range category. Four items had a range of two to four and sixteen per¬ 
cent of items had responses in this category. One item had a range of 
two to three with four percent of items in the category. The items 
159 
which had the widest range of principal responses were item numbers 
eight, "Analyzing testing situations to determine if criterion- 
referenced or norm-referenced tests should be used"; ten, "Naming the 
elements or stages in the evaluation process"; seventeen, "Applying the 
evaluation process to instructional problems in your school setting"; 
nineteen, "Defining hidden curriculum"; twenty, "Identifying hidden cur¬ 
riculum issues which could occur during classroom instruction"; and 
twenty-three, "Analyzing student learning environments to determine if 
opportunities are provided for differences in students' learning styles." 
The item which had the smallest range of two to three was number thir¬ 
teen, "Stating what indicators in the data should be examined during an 
evaluation." 
Second, the mode scores for items on the Evaluating Classroom 
Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs questionnaire 
were either two or three. Twenty-one items, or eighty-four percent, had 
a mode of two. Four items, or sixteen percent, had a mode of three. 
(One item, number seventeen, had a mode of two and three.) The four 
items receiving a three mode score were numbers eleven, "Listing objec¬ 
tives of your school's instructional program"; seventeen, "Applying the 
evaluation process to instructional problems in your school setting ; 
eighteen, "Analyzing the implementation of the evaluation process in 
your school"; and twenty-two, "Analyzing classroom instruction to deter 
mine how to bring about a closer association between the written cur¬ 
riculum and the practiced curriculum. 
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Third, the median scores on the Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs instrument were either two or 
three. Twenty-one items, eighty-eight percent, had a median of two. 
Three items, twelve percent, had a median of three. These items were 
numbers eleven, "Listing objectives of your school's instructional pro¬ 
gram"; seventeen, "Applying the evaluation process to instructional 
problems in your school setting"; and twenty-two, "Analyzing student 
learning environments to determine if opportunities are provided for 
differences in students' learning styles." 
Fourth, the mean scores on the Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs ranged over a total of one 
point. The range of means for items was 1.76 to 2.94. Two items, 
or eight percent, had a mean within the range of 1.76 and 1.99. Seven¬ 
teen items, or seventy-one percent, had mean scores within the range of 
2.00 to 2.49. Five items, or twenty-one percent, had mean scores within 
the range of 2.50 to 2.94. The item with the lowest mean, 1.76, was 
item number nine, "Identifying scholars' designs of the evaluation 
process." The item with the highest mean, 2.94, was number eleven, 
"Listing objectives of your school's instructional program." 
There was one item which had the highest range, mode, median, and 
mean. This was number eleven, "Listing objectives of your school's 
instructional program." On all other items, there was a range of 
scores. 
Principals indicated through the Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs, administered before the 
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workshop sessions began, that they perceived themselves as having certain 
skills and needing other competencies developed. The fact that there 
was a diversity of responses on this instrument indicates principals 
came to the workshop sessions with different background experiences and 
knowledge bases. 
Workshop Attendance 
The range of sessions attended by elementary principals was three 
to eight. Only one principal attended three sessions, two attended four 
sessions, two attended five sessions, nine attended six sessions, and 
three attended all eight sessions. 
Since the objectives for all the sessions were not designed to be 
cumulative, principals were able to attend sessions at different times 
and not omit prerequisite skills. 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing 
Conceptual and Knowledge Needs--Posttest 
The results of the Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing 
Conceptual and Knowledge Needs, completed by elementary principals after 
the workshops were implemented, revealed that they perceived the staff 
development program's objectives being addressed. The following results 
were found in the data analysis. 
First, there were two ranges of scores. The ranges were two to 
four and three to four. Thirteen items, fifty-four percent, had a range 
of two to four. Eleven items, forty-six percent, had a range of three 
to four. No items were in the range of one to four. 
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Second, the mode scores for items were either a three or four. 
Seventeen items, sixty-eight percent, received a mode of three. Eight 
items, thirty-two percent, received a mode of four. One item, five, 
had a mode of both three and four. 
The eight items perceived by principals as having been well accom¬ 
plished were numbers three, "Identifying two types of evaluation"; four, 
"Defining formative and summative evaluation"; five, "Discriminating 
between measurement and evaluation"; seven, "Identifying two types of 
tests that could be used during measurement"; eighteen, "Analyzing the 
implementation of the evaluation process in your school"; nineteen, 
"Defining hidden curriculum"; twenty, "Identifying hidden curriculum 
issues which could occur during classroom instruction"; and twenty- 
three, "Analyzing student learning environments to determine if oppor¬ 
tunities are provided for differences in students' learning styles." 
Third, the median scores were either three or four. Seventeen 
items, seventy-one percent, had a median of three. Six items, twenty- 
five percent, had a median of four. One item, four percent, had a mean 
of 3.5. The six items that had the highest mean scores possible were 
some of the same items discussed in the mode section just mentioned. 
These items were numbers three, four, seven, nineteen, twenty, and 
twenty-three. 
Fourth, the mean scores on the Evaluating Classroom Instruction. 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs were in a range of less than 
one score point. The range of means for items was 3.00 to 3.65. Eigh¬ 
teen items, or seventy-five percent, had a mean within the range of 3.00 
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to 3.49. Six items, or twenty-five percent, had mean scores within the 
range of 3.50 to 3.65. 
There were five items with the lowest mean score of 3.00. The item 
numbers were as follows: one, "Scholars' definitions of evaluation"; 
six, "Analyzing school situations to determine if they depict measure¬ 
ment or evaluation"; nine, "Identifying scholars' designs of the evalua¬ 
tion process"; twelve, "Identifying what data should be collected during 
an evaluation"; and thirteen, "Stating what indicators in the data 
should be examined during an evaluation." There was one item with the 
highest mean score of 3.65 and this was four, "Defining formative and 
summative evaluation." 
There was one item which had the highest mode, median, and mean, 
as well as being in the highest range category. This was item number 
four, "Defining formative and summative evaluation." 
On this instrument, there was a clustering of responses around 
scores of three and four. This indicates principals collectively per¬ 
ceived themselves as having the objectives' competencies. 
Comparison of Pretest and Posttest Evaluating 
Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual 
and Knowledge Needs 
A comparison of the pretest and posttest scores on the Evaluating 
Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs just 
discussed appears to reveal four important differences. They are in the 
ranges, modes, medians, and means. 
First, the ranges of the pretest were spread across all scores and 
at lower scores, while the posttest ranges were narrower and higher. 
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(See Table 2.) On the pretest, the ranges were spread across all scores 
of one to four with seventy-nine percent of responses falling in the one 
to four and one to three category. On the posttest, there were no 
scores at these lower wider ranges. Twenty-one percent of pretest items 
had scores on the mid-level ranges of two to four and two to three. On 
the posttest, fifty-four percent of items were in these ranges. No 
ranges on the pretest were at the uppermost range of three to four. 
However, on the posttest, forty-six percent of the items were in this 
three to four range. 
An examination of scores reveals that a number of items in the 
lower ranges of the pretest were on the higher range of the posttest. 
A total of nine items from the two lower ranges of the pretest were in 
the upper range of three and four on the posttest. Items on the pretest 
that were in the one to three range, and on the posttest in the three to 
four range, are numbers three, "Identifying two types of evaluation"; 
four, "Defining formative and summative evaluation"; fifteen, "Identify¬ 
ing how data should be analyzed during an evaluation"; twenty-one, "Com¬ 
paring the written curriculum of your school to the practiced classroom 
curriculum"; twenty-two, "Analyzing classroom instruction to determine 
how to bring about a closer association between the written curriculum 
and the practiced curriculum"; and twenty-four, "Analyzing teaching 
styles to determine if opportunities are provided for differences in 
students' learning styles." Items on the pretest that were in the one 
to four range and on the posttest were in the three to four range are 
numbers eight, "Analyzing testing situations to determine if 
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TABLE 2 
COMPARISON OF RANGES OF EVALUATING CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION: 
ASSESSING CONCEPTUAL AND KNOWLEDGE NEEDS 
PRETEST POSTTEST 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 
RANGE OF ITEMS OF ITEMS RANGE OF ITEMS OF ITEMS 
1-4 6 25 1-4 0 
1-3 13 54 1-3 0 
2-4 4 17 2-4 13 
2-3 1 4 2-3 0 
3-4 0 0 3-4 11 
0 
0 
54 
0 
46 
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criterion-referenced or norm-referenced tests should be used"; seven¬ 
teen, "Applying the evaluation process to instructional problems in your 
school setting"; and twenty-three, "Analyzing student learning environ¬ 
ments to determine if opportunities are provided for differences in stu¬ 
dents' learning styles." 
Second, the modes of the pretest were lower than those of the post¬ 
test. (See Table 3.) Eighty-four percent of the items had modes of 
two on the pretest, while no items on the posttest had this mode. A 
minority, sixteen percent, of items received a mode of three on the pre¬ 
test, while on the posttest, sixty-eight percent of the items received 
this mode. Finally, no items on the pretest received a mode of four, 
but thirty-two percent of items on the posttest received this mode. 
There were seven items on the pretest which received a mode of two 
and on the posttest had a mode of four. They are numbers three, "Iden¬ 
tifying two types of evaluation"; four, "Defining formative and summa- 
tive evaluation"; five, "Discriminating between measurement and evalua¬ 
tion"; seven, "Identifying two types of tests that could be used during 
measurement"; nineteen, "Defining hidden curriculum"; twenty, "Identify¬ 
ing hidden curriculum issues which could occur during classroom instruc¬ 
tion"; and twenty-three, "Analyzing student learning environments to 
determine if opportunities are provided for differences in students' 
learning styles." 
Third, the medians of the pretest were lower than those of the 
posttest. (See Table 4.) Eighty-eight percent of the medians on the 
pretest were two, while none on the posttest were. Twelve percent of 
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TABLE 3 
COMPARISON OF MODES OF EVALUATING CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION: 
ASSESSING CONCEPTUAL AND KNOWLEDGE NEEDS 
PRETEST POSTTEST 
MODE 
NUMBER 
OF ITEMS 
PERCENT 
OF ITEMS MODE 
NUMBER 
OF ITEMS 
PERCENT 
OF ITEMS 
2 21 84 2 0 0 
3 4 16 3 17 68 
4 0 0 4 8 32 
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TABLE 4 
COMPARISON OF MEDIANS OF EVALUATING CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION: 
ASSESSING CONCEPTUAL AND KNOWLEDGE NEEDS 
PRETEST POSTTEST 
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 
MEDIAN OF ITEMS OF ITEMS MEDIAN OF ITEMS OF ITEMS 
2 21 88 2 0 0 
3 3 12 3 17 71 
4 0 0 4 6 25 
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the medians on the pretest were three, while seventy-one percent of the 
items on the posttest had this same median. No items on the pretest 
had a median of four, while twenty-five percent of items on the posttest 
did. 
There are six items on the pretest which had a median of two and 
on the posttest a median of four. They were numbers three, "Identify¬ 
ing two types of evaluation"; four, "Defining formative and summative 
evaluation"; seven, "Identifying two types of tests that could be used 
during measurement"; nineteen, "Defining hidden curriculum"; twenty, 
"Identifying hidden curriculum issues which could occur during classroom 
instruction"; and twenty-three, "Analyzing teaching styles to determine 
if opportunities are provided for differences in students' learning 
styles." 
Fourth, the means of the pretest were lower than those of the post¬ 
test. (See Table 5.) In contrast, one hundred percent of the means on 
the pretest were below 2.99. One hundred percent of the means on the 
posttest were above 2.99. There was one item which was in the lowest 
category of ranges of means on the pretest and in the highest category 
of ranges on the posttest. This was item number three, "Identifying 
two types of evaluation." 
An examination of the ranges, modes, medians, and means of the 
pretest and posttest. Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing 
Conceptual and Knowledge Needs, indicates that a majority of principals 
perceived their knowledge of skills to evaluate classroom instruction 
to have increased from before the workshop to after the workshop 
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TABLE 5 
COMPARISON OF MEANS OF EVALUATING CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION: 
ASSESSING CONCEPTUAL AND KNOWLEDGE NEEDS 
PRETEST POSTTEST 
MEAN RANGE 
NUMBER 
OF ITEMS 
PERCENT 
OF ITEMS MEAN RANGE 
NUMBER 
OF ITEMS 
PERCENT 
OF ITEMS 
1.78-1.99 2 8 1.76-1.99 0 0 
2.00-2.49 17 71 2.00-2.49 0 0 
2.50-2.99 5 21 2.50-2.99 0 0 
3.00-3.49 0 0 3.00-3.49 18 75 
3.50-3.65 0 0 3.50-3.65 6 25 
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learning sessions. A majority of the elementary principals came to the 
staff development program perceiving themselves as not being very 
familiar with many of the competencies. After completing the workshop 
sessions, principals indicated a higher degree of familiarity with these 
competencies. This was demonstrated through the differences in low pre¬ 
test and high posttest ranges, modes, medians, and means. The narrower 
range of posttest responses at the higher score levels, as well as the 
higher posttest modes, medians, and means, indicates principals as a col¬ 
lective group perceived themselves to have a more uniform and comprehen¬ 
sive knowledge base following the workshop sessions than before begin¬ 
ning the staff development program. 
Having examined the results of the Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs pretests and posttests to deter¬ 
mine if principals perceived the staff development program as assisting 
them to gain curriculum development competencies, an examination will 
now be made of the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey pretest and 
posttest results to determine if the test scores substantiate the prin¬ 
cipals' perceptions. 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey: 
Pretest and Posttest 
This section of the chapter describes the data obtained on the 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey before and after they partici¬ 
pated in the workshops. First, pretest results and posttest data are 
examined. Second, a comparison is made between the pretest and posttest 
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data. This information will be provided for each of the twenty-four 
objectives within the lessons. 
The pretest was implemented to identify skills and concepts the 
elementary principals had already achieved. The posttest was imple¬ 
mented to determine skills principals had after all principals who par¬ 
ticipated in workshop sessions completed the pretest and posttest, 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey. If principals had a score of 
two for some objectives within a lesson on the pretest, but not for all 
the objectives, principals completed learning activities for all the 
lesson's objectives. This was done because information obtained or 
reviewed for one objective within the lesson was often related to the 
other objectives' development. This review of concepts for objectives 
was true only for objectives within a lesson, not for objectives across 
lessons. 
Lesson One 
Objective One. Seventeen principals participated in Lesson One 
activities. The two objectives addressed were numbered One and Two. 
Pretest and posttest Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey results 
for these objectives follow. 
The Objective One pretest data analysis revealed the following 
information. First, out of the seventeen principals, no principals 
obtained a score of two on the pretest. Five obtained a score of one. 
Twelve had a score of zero. Out of a possible total score of thirty- 
four, only five total points were achieved. The mode and median for 
this posttest was zero. The mean was .29. 
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The posttest data analysis revealed that fifteen of the seventeen 
principals achieved a score of two. Two principals maintained a zero 
score. Out of a possible total score of thirty-four, thirty points 
were achieved. The mode and median for this group was two. The mean 
was 1.76. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective One 
revealed that scores differed greatly. (See Table 6.) First, the total 
score points on the posttest, twenty-five, was five times greater than 
the pretest with five. Second, fifteen of the seventeen principals 
improved their scores. The mode and median on the pretest were the 
lowest possible scores, zero, while on the posttest, they were the 
highest possible scores, two. The mean increased from .29 to 1.76. 
These scores indicated fifteen principals appeared to learn from the 
learning opportunities provided for Objective One. These principals 
improved on their performance of being able to compare scholars' defini¬ 
tions of evaluation. 
Objective Two. The Objective Two pretest data analysis revealed 
seventeen principals also completed Objective Two. The pretest scores 
ranged from zero to two. Principals' scores were as follows: four 
achieved a two, eight had a one, and five had zero. Out of a possible 
total score of thirty-four, sixteen points were achieved. The mode and 
median for Objective Two's pretest was one. The mean was .94. 
The posttest data analysis revealed that all seventeen principals 
achieved a score of two. The total score points for the group was the 
maximum obtainable, thirty-four. The mode, median, and mean for the 
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posttest were two. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Two 
revealed that although scores did not differ as greatly as Objective 
One, they did differ. (See Table 6.) First, the total score points on 
the posttest, thirty-four, was over twice the total score on the pre¬ 
test, which had sixteen. Second, thirteen principals improved their 
scores from zero and one to two, while four maintained a score of two. 
The mode and median scores improved from a one on the pretest to a two 
on the posttest. The mean also improved from the pretest to the post¬ 
test with an increase from .94 to 2.00. These scores indicate thirteen 
principals appeared to benefit from the learning opportunities provided 
for Objective Two. Thirteen principals gained skills to be able to 
define evaluation for themselves. 
Lesson Two 
Seventeen principals participated in Lesson Two activities. The 
two objectives addressed in this lesson were Three and Four. Pretest 
and posttest Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey results for these 
objectives follow. 
Objective Three. The pretest data analysis for Objective Three 
revealed the following information. First, seventeen principals 
scores ranged from zero to two. Five principals achieved a score of 
two and twelve had a score of zero. Out of a possible total score of 
thirty-four, ten points were achieved. The mode and median for the 
pretest was zero. The mean was .59. 
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The posttest data analysis revealed that all seventeen principals 
achieved a total score of two. The total number of points, thirty-four, 
was obtained by this group of principals. The mode, median, and mean 
for this posttest was the highest possible score, two. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Three 
revealed differences. (See Table 7.) First, the total score points on 
the posttest were over three times the number of points on the pretest, 
ten. Second, twelve principals improved their scores from the minimum 
of zero to the maximum of two. Third, the mode and median went from 
the minimum score of zero to the maximum score of two. Fourth, the mean 
on the posttest was almost four times that of the pretest, 2.00 as com¬ 
pared to .59. These scores indicate twelve principals appeared to learn 
from the learning opportunities provided for Objective Three. These 
twelve principals gained skills to be able to identify the two types of 
evaluation. 
Objective Four. The pretest data analysis for Objective Four 
revealed the following findings. First, all seventeen principals who 
participated in this objective had a pretest score of zero. Out of a 
possible total score of thirty-four, zero was the total number of points. 
The mode, median, and mean for this objective were zero. 
The posttest data analysis revealed totally different scores to 
the pretest. On the posttest, every one of the seventeen principals 
obtained a score of two. The total number of score points was the maxi¬ 
mum of thirty-four. The mode, median, and mean for this objective were 
also the maximum score, two. 
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Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Four 
revealed the impact that the learning opportunities had on the princi¬ 
pals. (See Table 7.) First, the total number of score points went from 
zero to thirty-four. Second, all the principals achieved the lowest 
possible total score, zero, on the pretest, but the maximum total score, 
thirty-four, on the posttest. Third, the mode, median, and mean went 
from a minimum score of zero on the pretest to the maximum score of two 
on the posttest. These score differences indicate all seventeen princi¬ 
pals benefitted from the learning opportunities provided for Objective 
Four. Seventeen principals gained the competency of being able to 
define formative and summative evaluation. 
Lesson Three 
Fifteen principals participated in Lesson Three. The four objec¬ 
tives addressed in this lesson were Five, Six, Seven, and Eight. Pre¬ 
test and posttest Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey results for 
these objectives follow. 
Objective Five. The pretest data analysis revealed the following 
information. First, scores ranged from zero to two. Out of the fifteen 
principals, two achieved a score of two, six had a one, and seven had a 
zero. The total number of score points for Objective Five was ten. 
The mode was zero. The median was one. The mean was .67. 
The posttest data analysis also revealed a range of scores from 
zero to two. Twelve principals had a score of two, two had a score of 
one, and one had a score of zero. The total number of points for the 
posttest was twenty-six. The mode and median of the posttest was two. 
i 
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The mean was 1.73. 
A comparison of pretest and posttest scores revealed that ten addi¬ 
tional principals achieved a score of two. (See Table 8.) The number 
of scores of one was reduced from six to two. The number of principals' 
scores of zero was reduced from seven to one. The total number of score 
points was more than doubled from ten to twenty-six. The mode score 
went from a minimum of zero to a maximum of two. The median went from a 
mid-score of one to the maximum of two. The mean was also at least 
doubled. It went from .67 to 1.73. Ten principals gained the skills 
necessary to compare descriptive statements of measurement to evaluation. 
Two gained the skills in part. One did not gain this competency. 
Objective Six. The pretest data analysis for Objective Six 
revealed a range of scores from zero to two. Seven principals had a 
pretest score of two, seven had one, and one had zero. The number of 
total points on the pretest was twenty-one. There were two mode scores 
on the pretest, two and one. The median was one. The mean was 1.40. 
The posttest data revealed six principals improved their scores. 
Thirteen principals had a score of two, two had a one, and no one had a 
zero. The total number of points on the posttest was twenty-eight. 
This was less than the maximum score of thirty-four. The mode and 
median on the posttest was two. The mean was 1.87. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Six 
revealed that although the scores differed, they were not greatly dif¬ 
ferent. In addition to the six principals who had a score of two on the 
pretest, six additional principals gained this competency. (See Table 8.) 
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Two principals gained the skill in part. The total number of points 
gained by all these principals was seven. The total score increased 
from twenty-one to twenty-eight. The two modes on the pretest changed 
on the posttest to only a two. The median was increased on the posttest 
to the maximum score possible of a two. The mean increased from 1.40 to 
1.87. These scores indicate five principals gained the competency of 
being able to analyze school situations to determine if they depict mea¬ 
surement or evaluation in its entirety from participating in the staff 
development program. 
Objective Seven. The pretest data analysis of Objective Seven 
revealed the following information. First, the scores ranged from zero 
to one. Out of fifteen principals, no one achieved a score of two, one 
had a score of one, and fourteen had a score of zero. Out of a total 
possible score of thirty, the pretest score was one. The mode and 
median of Objective Seven was zero. The mean was .07. 
The posttest data analysis of Objective Seven revealed the follow¬ 
ing information. First, the scores ranged from zero to two. Six prin¬ 
cipals achieved a score of two, zero had a score of one, and nine had a 
score of zero. The total number of points attained in the posttest was 
twelve. The mode and median for the posttest was zero. The mean was 
.80. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Seven 
revealed the scores differed, but not all principals achieved posttest 
scores indicating they had learned the competency. While no principals 
achieved a score of two on the pretest, six did achieve this score on 
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the posttest. (See Table 8.) Nine principals did not show improvement 
from their pretest score of zero but maintained this zero score on the 
posttest. The total point improvement from the pretest to the posttest 
was from one to twelve. Furthermore, the mode and median remained the 
same, zero, for the pretest and posttest. No improvement was shown on 
these scores. Finally, although the mean increased from .07 to .80, 
the posttest mean indicated that the majority of principals did not 
achieve the competency, even partially. This lesson did not assist 
many of the principals to gain the competency to identify two types of 
tests used during measurement. 
Objective Eight. The pretest data analysis for Objective Eight 
revealed the following information. First, the range of scores was 
from zero to one. Out of the fifteen principals who participated in the 
study, no one had a score of two, one had a one, and fourteen had a 
score of zero. The number of total points scored on the pretest was 
one. The mode and median for the pretest was zero. The mean was .07. 
The posttest data analysis revealed six principals achieved the 
competency. Six principals had a score of two on the posttest. No one 
had a score of one. Nine principals had a score of zero and never did 
master this competency in total or in part. The total number of points 
on the posttest was twelve. The mode and median on the posttest was 
zero. The mean was .80. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Eight 
revealed less than half the principals gained this competency. Only six 
of the fifteen principals achieved this competency and improved their 
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score from a zero on the pretest to two on the posttest. (See Table 8.) 
No principals learned the skill partially. Nine principals maintained 
a score of zero from the pretest to the posttest. The total number of 
score points increased from one on the pretest to twelve on the posttest. 
The learning opportunities never benefitted a majority of the partici¬ 
pants in this group. The modes and medians did not improve from the 
pretest to the posttest. They remained exactly the same, zero. The 
mean improved from .07 to .80. Therefore, the scores do not indicate 
the majority of the group of principals gained the competency of analyz¬ 
ing testing situations to determine if criterion-referenced or norm- 
referenced tests should be used, even to the level of knowing it in 
part. 
Lesson Four 
Fifteen principals participated in Lesson Four activities. The 
two objectives addressed in this lesson were Nine and Ten. Pretest and 
posttest Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey results for these objec¬ 
tives follow. 
Objective Nine. The pretest data analysis for Objective Nine 
revealed the following information. First, the scores ranged from zero 
to two. Out of fifteen principals who participated in the pretest, four 
achieved a score of two, three had one, and eight had a score of zero. 
The number of points on the pretest totalled eleven. The mode and 
median for the pretest was zero. The mean was .73. 
The posttest data analysis revealed a range of zero to two. Thir¬ 
teen principals achieved a score of two, zero had a score of one, and 
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two had a score of zero. Out of a possible total of thirty points, the 
fifteen principals scored twenty-six points on the posttest. The mode 
and median scores on the posttest were the two. The mean was 1.73. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Nine 
revealed differences in the scores. First, the number of principals to 
achieve a maximum score of two for the objective increased from four 
principals to thirteen, an improvement for nine principals. No princi¬ 
pals scored one on the posttest. Two principals maintained a score of 
zero. (See Table 9.) The total number of points for the objective 
increased from eleven on the pretest to twenty-six on the posttest, a 
doubling of score points and four less than a perfect score of thirty. 
The mode and median for the scores on this objective increased from the 
minimum score of zero to the maximum score of two. The mean increased 
from .73 to 1.73. These scores indicate nine principals benefitted from 
the learning opportunities provided through the staff development pro¬ 
gram. These nine principals gained the skills needed to be able to 
identify one scholar's design of the evaluation process. 
Objective Ten. The pretest data analysis of Objective Ten 
revealed the following information. First, the range of scores on the 
pretest was zero to one. Out of fifteen principals, no one scored a 
two, six scored a one, and nine scored zero. The number of points for 
the principal group totalled six. The mode and median scores on the 
pretest were zero. The mean was .40. 
The posttest data analysis of Objective Ten revealed that pnnci- 
Fourteen of the fifteen principals pals gained this competency. 
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achieved the maximum score of two and the other one principal had a 
score of one. No one had a score of zero. Out of a possible total of 
thirty points, this group achieved twenty-nine. The mode and median for 
the posttest was two. The mean was 1.93. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Ten 
revealed the scores differed. (See Table 9.) First, while no one had 
the maximum score on the pretest, fourteen had this score of two on the 
posttest. While six had a score of one on the pretest, only one person 
had this same score on the posttest. This score was maintained by the 
same principal from the pretest to the posttest. While nine had a score 
of zero on the pretest, no one had this score on the posttest. Further¬ 
more, the number of total points increased from six to twenty-nine, an 
increase of twenty-three points. The mode and mean also improved. 
These two scores went from the minimum score of one to the maximum 
score of two. The means also increased. The mean went from .40 to 
1.93. These scores indicate fourteen of the fifteen principals gained 
the competency of being able to name the elements in an evaluation 
design. 
Lesson Five 
Nine principals participated in Lesson Five activities. The eight 
objectives addressed in this lesson were Eleven, Twelve, Thirteen, 
Fourteen, Fifteen, Sixteen, Seventeen, and Eighteen. Pretest and post¬ 
test Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey results for these objec¬ 
tives follow. 
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Objective Eleven. The pretest analysis for Objective Eleven 
revealed the following objectives. First, the range of scores was zero 
to two. Three principals scored two, two scored one, and four scored 
zero. The total number of points scored by the principals was eight. 
The mode score on the pretest was zero. The median score was one. The 
mean score was .89. 
The posttest analysis for Objective Eleven revealed that all nine 
principals met this objective at the end of the program. Nine princi¬ 
pals achieved a score of two, and no one had scores of one or zero. The 
total points for the posttest was the maximum score, eighteen. The mode, 
median, and mean scores were two. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Eleven 
revealed the scores differed. While only three principals had a perfect 
score on the pretest, all nine had this score on the posttest. Six prin¬ 
cipals gained this competency. (See Table 10.) The score points 
improved from the pretest to the posttest with a total score increase 
from eight to eighteen. The total points more than doubled. The mode 
and median also increased from the minimum score of zero on the pretest 
to the maximum score of two on the posttest. Finally, the mean scores 
also more than doubled. The mean increased from .89 on the pretest to 
the maximum mean possible, 2.00 on the posttest. 
Objective Twelve. The pretest analysis for Objective Twelve 
revealed that of the nine principals participating in the session, three 
already achieved the maximum score of 2.00. However, six principals 
also obtained scores of zero. No one scored a one. Out of a possible 
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total score of eighteen, six points were achieved. On this test, the 
mode and median were zero. The mean was .67. 
The posttest data analysis for Objective Twelve revealed all nine 
principals achieved a score of two. No principals had a score of one or 
zero. The total score points for this objective was the maximum of 
eighteen. The mode, median, and mean on the posttest were two. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Twelve 
revealed differences in scores. (See Table 10.) First, by the end of 
the lesson, all principals had achieved this objective. Six principals 
improved their scores from the minimum score of zero to the maximum 
score of two. Second, the total number of points for the objective 
tripled. This score improved from six to eighteen. Third, the mode and 
median went from the lowest possible score, zero, to the maximum score 
of two. The mean also more than tripled. It went from .67 to 2.00. 
These scores indicate six principals appeared to gain the competency 
through the learning opportunities provided in the staff development pro¬ 
gram. By the end of the lesson, all nine principals were able to iden¬ 
tify what data should be collected during an evaluation. 
Objective Thirteen. The Objective Thirteen pretest data analysis 
revealed nine principals participated in this objective. The scores 
ranged from zero to two. Three principals achieved a two on the pre- 
test, none achieved a one, and six had a zero. The number of total 
points for the principals on the pretest was six. The mode and median 
on this test was the minimum score of zero. The mean was .67. 
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The posttest data analysis for Objective Thirteen revealed that 
most principals gained this competency. By the end of the lesson, eight 
principals achieved a score of two, no one achieved a one, and one per¬ 
son had a score of zero. The total number of points for this test was 
sixteen. The mode and median on the pretest was the maximum score of 
two. The mean was 1.78. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Thirteen 
revealed differences in scores. By the end of the lesson, five princi¬ 
pals had gained this competency from the pretest to posttest period of 
time. No principals improved their score from zero to one. One princi¬ 
pal did not show improvement. He maintained his minimum score of zero. 
(See Table 10.) The number of total points for this objective more than 
doubled with an increase from six points on the pretest to sixteen 
points on the posttest. The mode and median increased from the minimum 
score of zero to the maximum score of two. The mean also more than 
doubled. It increased from .67 on the pretest to 1.78 on the posttest. 
These scores indicate five principals appeared to benefit from the learn¬ 
ing opportunities provided for Objective Thirteen. They gained the com¬ 
petency of being able to state what indicators in the data will be 
examined during an evaluation. 
Objective Fourteen. The Objective Fourteen pretest data analysis 
revealed that principals participated in learning opportunities. The 
scores ranged from zero to two and were as follows: one principal had 
a two, none had a one, and eight had a zero. The number of points on 
the pretest totalled two. The mode and median were the lowest possible 
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score, zero. The mean was .22. 
The posttest data analysis revealed that by the end of the lesson, 
all principals achieved the competency. Nine principals scored a two 
on the posttest, no one scored a one or zero. The number of points 
scored on this test totalled eighteen. The mode, median, and mean 
scores on the posttest were two. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Fourteen 
revealed differences. (See Table 10.) From the pretest to the post¬ 
test, eight principals improved their scores from zero to two. The num¬ 
ber of total score points was multiplied nine times with an increase 
from the pretest total of two to the posttest total of eighteen. The 
mode and median scores also showed great improvement by increasing from 
the minimum score of zero to the maximum score of two. The mean 
improved from the low score of .22 to the maximum score of 2.00. These 
scores indicate the staff development program assisted eight principals 
to gain the Objective Fourteen competency of being able to state proce¬ 
dures to be used to collect the data during an evaluation. 
Objectives Fifteen and Sixteen. The scores on the pretest and post¬ 
test data for Objectives Fifteen and Sixteen were exactly the same. 
Therefore, these two objectives will be discussed jointly. 
The Objectives Fifteen and Sixteen pretest data analysis revealed 
nine principals needed to participate in the learning activities. All 
nine principals achieved pretest scores of zero. The number of total 
score points, modes, medians, and means on the pretests were all 
zeros. 
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The posttest data analysis revealed the following information for 
Objectives Fifteen and Sixteen. Eight principals achieved scores of 
two on both tests, no one had a score of one on either test, and one 
principal scored zero on both tests. The number of total points scored 
on the posttests was sixteen. The modes and medians were the maximum 
scores possible, two. The mean was 1.78 on both posttests. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objectives Fifteen 
and Sixteen revealed great differences in scores. (See Table 10.) 
First, eight principals improved from the minimum scores of zero to the 
maximum scores of two. No principals achieved a one score on either of 
the pretests or posttests. One principal maintained the minimum score 
of zero on both pretests and posttests. The number of points increased 
on both objectives from the minimum pretest totals of zero to the post¬ 
test totals of sixteen. The modes and means increased from the minimum 
scores of zero on the pretests to the maximum scores of two on the post¬ 
tests. The means also greatly increased from .00 on both pretests to 
1.78 on both posttests. These scores indicated eight principals 
appeared to learn from the learning opportunities provided for both 
objectives. These principals learned to identify how data will be ana¬ 
lyzed during an evaluation and to identify how data will be reported 
during an evaluation. 
Objective Seventeen. The pretest data analysis for Objective 
Seventeen revealed that nine principals completed this objective. The 
pretest scores ranged from zero to two. One principal had a score of 
two, no one had a score of one, and eight had a score of zero. The 
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number of total points scored for this objective was two. The mode and 
median for this objective was zero. The mean was .22. 
The posttest data analysis for Objective Seventeen revealed that 
principals improved their scores on the posttest. A total of nine prin¬ 
cipals achieved a score of two on the posttest; no one had a score of 
one or zero. The total number of score points achieved on the posttest 
was eighteen. The mode, median, and mean were all two. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest data for Objective Seventeen 
revealed differences. First, eight additional principals achieved a 
score of two on the posttest bringing the total number of principals 
achieving this objective to nine. (See Table 10.) Second, the total 
number of points scored increased from the low total of two on the pre¬ 
test to the maximum level of eighteen on the posttest. Third, the mode 
and median increased from the minimum score of zero on the pretest to 
the maximum score of two on the posttest. Fourth, the mean improved 
from a low score of .22 on the pretest to the maximum score of 2.00 on 
the posttest. These results indicate eight principals appeared to learn 
by participating in the staff development program. These principals 
gained the competency of being able to apply the evaluation process to 
an instructional problem in the school setting. 
Objective Eighteen. The Objective Eighteen pretest data analysis 
revealed nine principals completed this objective. The scores for these 
principals ranged from two to zero. One principal scored two, five 
scored one, and three scored zero. The total number of points for this 
group on the pretest was seven. The mode and median on the pretest was 
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a score of one. The mean was .78. 
The Objective Eighteen posttest data analysis revealed some princi¬ 
pals improved. On the posttest, seven principals achieved a score of 
two, no one had a score of one, and two principals scored a zero. The 
total number of points achieved on the posttest was fourteen. The mode 
and median on the posttest was two. The mean was 1.56. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest data for Objective Eighteen 
revealed some improvement occurred. (See Table 10.) First, six addi¬ 
tional principals achieved a score of two. These five principals had 
originally scored one on the pretest and one principal had scored zero. 
Two principals never achieved this competency. They maintained a score 
of zero from the pretest to the posttest. The number of score points 
doubled from the pretest to the posttest with an increase from a total 
of seven on the pretest to a total of fourteen on the posttest. The 
mode and median score increased from a one on the pretest to a two on 
the posttest. The mean score doubled from the pretest to the posttest 
with an increase from .78 to 1.56. These scores indicate six principals 
improved their test scores by participating in the staff development 
program. These principals' scores indicated they developed the compe¬ 
tency of being able to orally analyze the implementation of the evalua¬ 
tion process. 
Lesson Six 
Ten principals participated in Lesson Six activities. The two 
objectives addressed in this lesson were Nineteen and Twenty. Pretest 
and posttest Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey results for these 
1 
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objectives follow. 
Objective Nineteen. The pretest data analysis revealed ten princi¬ 
pals completed Objective Nineteen. The pretest scores ranged from zero 
to one. No one scored a two. The number of pretest score points 
totalled three. The mode and median on the pretest was zero. The mean 
was .30. 
The Objective Nineteen posttest data analysis revealed some improve¬ 
ment on scores. The posttest scores ranged from zero to two. Nine 
principals achieved a score of two on the posttest, no one had a score 
of one, and one maintained a score of zero. The total number of points 
scored on the posttest was eighteen. The mode and median on the post¬ 
test was two. The mean was 1.80. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores revealed differences. 
(See Table 11.) First, nine principals improved their scores from zero 
to one to two. No principals completed this objective in part. One 
principal never did gain the competency. The number of points scored 
increased from the low total of three on the pretest to the total of 
eighteen on the posttest, an improvement of fifteen points. The mode 
and median improved from the minimum score of zero on the pretest to the 
maximum score of two on the posttest. The mean increased from .30 on 
the pretest to 1.80 on the posttest. These scores indicated nine prin- 
cipals appeared to gain Objective Nineteen and the competency of being 
able to define hidden curriculum. 
Objective Twenty. The Objective Twenty pretest data analysis 
revealed that none of the principals' scores indicated they achieved 
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this competency. All principals scored a zero on the pretest. Further¬ 
more, the number of total points scored, the mode, median, and mean were 
all zero on the pretest. 
The posttest data analysis for Objective Twenty revealed all prin¬ 
cipals improved their scores. All principals scored a two on the post¬ 
test; no one scored either a one or zero. The total number of points 
scored on the posttest was twenty. Furthermore, the mode, median, and 
mean on the posttest was two. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Twenty 
revealed great differences. (See Table 11.) First, the ten principals 
improved their scores from the minimum score of zero to the maximum 
score of two. The points scored on the tests increased from the minimum 
total of zero on the pretest to the maximum total of twenty on the post¬ 
test. The mode, median, and mean increased from the minimum score of 
zero on the pretest to the maximum score of two on the posttest. These 
scores indicate all ten principals learned from participating in the 
staff development program. They developed the competency of being able 
to identify hidden curriculum issues which could occur during classroom 
instruction. 
For the next four objectives, only five principals were able to 
complete the learning opportunities. This was due to some principals 
not being able to get released time from their school districts for a 
second day when these lessons were addressed. 
The data analysis of the principals that participated in the 
lesson revealed that principals were familiar with the objectives at 
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least in part. Therefore, even though some principals did know one 
objective in a lesson, when they did not know the second objective, they 
were required to complete both objectives of a lesson. 
Lesson Seven 
Lesson Seven consisted of two objectives. These objectives were 
Twenty-One and Twenty-Two. Five principals participated in this lesson. 
Pretest and posttest Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey results for 
these objectives follow. 
Objective Twenty-One. The pretest data analysis of Objective 
Twenty-One revealed all five principals knew this competency in part. 
Five principals achieved a score of one on the pretest. The total num¬ 
ber of points scored on the pretest was five. The mode, median, and 
mean for the pretest was one. 
The posttest data analysis of Objective Twenty-One revealed that 
four principals improved their scores. These principals achieved a 
score of two. One principal scored a one. The total number of points 
scored on the posttest was nine. The mode and median for the posttest 
were two. The mean was 1.80. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Twenty-One 
revealed the scores improved, although certainly not as greatly as 
Objective Twenty. On this objective, four principals increased their 
test scores from one on the pretest to two on the posttest. (See 
Table 12.) One principal did not improve, but maintained his score of 
one. No principals' scores decreased. The number of total points 
scored improved from five on the pretest to nine on the posttest. The 
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mode and median scores increased from a one on the pretest to a two on 
the posttest. The mean increased from 1.00 on the pretest to 1.80 on 
the posttest. These scores indicated that all five principals came to 
the learning session knowing the competency partially, and four princi¬ 
pals completed the lesson achieving the competency in total. These four 
principals were able to compare the written curriculum to the practiced 
classroom curriculum. One principal was only able to do this partially. 
Objective Twenty-Two. The pretest data analysis of Objective 
Twenty-Two revealed the following information. First, the scores 
ranged from one to two. Four principals achieved a score of one and one 
principal achieved a score of two. The total number of points scored on 
the pretest was six. The mode and median on the pretest were one. The 
mean was 1.20. 
The posttest data analysis of Objective Twenty-Two revealed the fol¬ 
lowing information. First, there was no range on the posttest. All 
principals achieved a score of two. Second, the total number of points 
scored on the posttest was ten. Third, the mode, median, and mean on 
the posttest scores were two. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Twenty-Two 
revealed that four principals improved their test scores. The four 
principals, who achieved a one on the pretest, improved their scores to 
a two on the posttest. The number of points scored on the test 
increased from the pretest total of six to the posttest total of ten. 
(See Table 12.) The mode and median scores increased from one on the 
pretest to two on the posttest. The mean increased from 1.20 on the 
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pretest to 2.00 on the posttest. These scores indicated the principals 
came to the staff development session already knowing the competency 
partially. By the end of the lesson, four additional principals 
achieved this competency in total. All five principals were able to 
analyze classroom instruction to determine how to bring about a closer 
association between the written curriculum and the practiced curriculum. 
Lesson Eight 
Lesson Eight consisted of two objectives. These objectives were 
Twenty-Three and Twenty-Four. Five principals participated in this 
lesson. Pretest and posttest Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey 
results for these objectives follow. 
Objective Twenty-Three. The pretest and posttest data for 
Objective Twenty-Three were exactly the same. All scores were at the 
maximum of two. This objective was reviewed to make certain all princi¬ 
pals had the same foundation for the concepts developed in Objective 
Twenty-Four. No principals' scores decreased from the pretest to the 
posttest by carrying out the learning opportunities designed for 
Objective Twenty-Three. (See Table 13.) 
Objective Twenty-Four. The pretest data analysis for Objective 
Twenty-Four revealed that no principals had already achieved this compe¬ 
tency. All five principals had a score of zero on the pretest. The 
number of total points scored, mode, median, and mean on the pretest 
were zero. 
The posttest data analysis for Objective Twenty-Four revealed the 
following. First, the range of scores went from zero to two. Four 
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Four principals achieved a score of two, and one principal had a score 
of zero. Second, the number of points scored on the posttest totalled 
eight. Third, the mode and median on the posttest were two. Fourth, 
the mean was 1.60. 
Comparing the pretest and posttest scores for Objective Twenty-Four 
revealed differences. (See Table 13.) Four principals improved their 
scores from the minimum score of zero on the pretest to the maximum 
score of two on the posttest. One principal did not appear to benefit 
from the learning opportunity. He maintained a pretest and posttest 
score of zero. The number of points scored increased from the minimum 
total possible on the pretest, zero, to eight on the posttest. The mode 
and median improved from the pretest to the posttest with an increase 
from the minimum score of zero to the maximum score of two. The mean 
also showed a dramatic increase from the pretest to the posttest, from 
.00 to 1.60. These scores indicated four principals appeared to learn 
from the learning opportunities provided for Objective Twenty-Four. 
These principals were able to analyze teaching styles to determine if 
opportunities are provided for differences in students' learning styles. 
In this section of the study, the Evaluating Classroom Instruction 
Survey pretests' and posttests' data were reported and interpreted for 
the twenty-four objectives addressed in the eight lessons. First, 
pretest data were reported. Second, posttest data were reported. 
Third, comparisons were made between the pretest and posttest data. 
The next section of this study discusses the qualitative statements 
gathered from principals on the Reponse Sheet: Workshop Strengths and 
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Weaknesses as well as changes which should be considered. 
Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths 
and Weaknesses 
This section of the chapter discusses the Response Sheet: Workshop 
Strengths and Weaknesses. This instrument was designed to solicit prin¬ 
cipals' comments for three purposes: First, to determine how they per¬ 
ceived the staff development program to have assisted them to gain 
competencies; second, to determine specific learning opportunities 
which assisted them to gain the competencies; and third, to determine 
how they perceived the staff development program could be improved. 
Perceptions of Competencies Gained 
Principals responded on the Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and 
Weaknesses that they gained competencies they believed would assist them 
to evaluate classroom instruction. Although many principals partici¬ 
pated in the same workshop sessions, they responded to finding different 
concepts useful to them when they returned to their schools. 
Concepts which were discussed and found useful by three different 
principals were the following: 
1. Basic concepts associated with definitions, i.e., 
hidden curriculum versus planned curriculum, 
2. Teaching/learning styles and means of altering or 
accommodating usage to help students, 
3. Components of and implementing evaluation 
models. 
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In addition to the aforementioned concepts, the following list 
includes concepts and skills listed once by the different principals: 
1. Planning the evaluation process; 
2. Clarifying evaluation goals; 
3. Evaluating programs and material effectiveness; 
4. Following through on goals or objectives already set 
as suggested by Taba's model; 
5. Defining evaluation concepts and looking at the 
basic parts of a model to utilize the concepts in 
the development of an attack system in the school; 
6. Developing a more in-depth type of teacher assistance 
model as part of the supervision process; 
7. Definitions associated to concepts; 
8. Involving people in any planned updating or changing 
of program. 
Three different principals stated that although they had these con¬ 
cepts before, they found it useful to review them again. Their comments 
were as follows: 
Reexamining definitions and theories I use but lost the 
vocabulary of because of the distance between my degree and 
NOW. 
Reviewed many concepts which I have not had contact with 
for many, many years. It was very good to have to put our 
"thinking caps" on again. 
While concepts are not new, it was beneficial for review. 
It has been so long since I've addressed this idea for¬ 
mally. I tend to be sloppy and unorganized in evalua¬ 
tion. 
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In this section of the chapter, principals' perceptions on skills 
and competencies they gained during the workshops and which would assist 
them as elementary principals in evaluating classroom instruction were 
listed. Two characteristics which emerge are as follows. First, some 
principals had been exposed to these competencies before, but had for¬ 
gotten the terminology or process involved in their implementation. 
Second, different principals found different competencies to be impor¬ 
tant to their role in evaluating classroom instruction. 
Perceptions of Learning Activities 
Principals responded on the Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and 
Weaknesses that certain learning activities assisted them to achieve the 
objectives of the program. Included in the comments by principals were 
the following activities: 
1. Pre-post test aspect of the workshop 
2. Instructional performance objectives 
3. Organized approach to problem solving was outlined 
4. Instructor's knowledge 
5. Immediate feedback and related questions to rein¬ 
force learned objectives 
6. Variety of approaches to learning 
7. Examination of process models 
8. Informal attention by instructor to specific prob¬ 
lems 
9. Informal discussions with other principals 
10. Small group/large group interactions 
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11. Team approach 
12. Teaching materials and presentations 
13. Using a problem and making a plan to evaluate and 
improve 
14. Open discussion 
15. Precise definitions of terms 
16. Brainstorming session 
17. Scholars writing on different concepts 
The three activities which had more than one response were the use 
of a pretest and posttest, the materials used, and discussion groups. 
As the principal stated when describing group activities, "the small 
group brainstorming session held to discuss means of overcoming princi¬ 
pals' problems and concerns was the highlight of the workshop. Many 
good ideas were developed and shared." 
Again, most of the activities listed were itemized by one princi¬ 
pal. Many principals found different activities useful in their gaining 
the competencies. 
Additional Comments and Recommendations 
Principals were given an opportunity to make any additional comments 
on the Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and Weaknesses on how they 
benefitted or planned to use the skills gained through the staff develop¬ 
ment program. They were also requested to make recommendations on how 
they believed the staff development program could be improved. 
Six principals commented on their plan to use a learned skill back 
in their school. Their comments stated they planned to use guidelines. 
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evaluation models, as well as materials and learning packets when they 
returned to their school districts. Identified problems would also be 
evaluated during the school year. Some of these materials and plans 
were to be carried out with staff and/or administrators. 
Other comments by individual principals included regret by one prin¬ 
cipal that he was not able to participate in the previous day's activi¬ 
ties; the types of materials used were well utilized; and the program 
was well planned and kept the participants' interest. One principal 
commended the program by his following comment: "Very good program. I 
am very glad I had a chance to participate. On a scale of 1 to 5 for 
usefulness, I would give this program a 5." 
Recommendations were also made for improvement by some individual 
participants. One recommendation was to include a problem in one of the 
evaluation learning activities which could be addressed by the whole 
group before dividing into smaller groups. Perhaps the large group 
learning would be beneficial to individual principals when they 
addressed their own problems. 
A second recommendation was a principal stated he would have been 
better prepared to examine a building level issue if he had been given 
advance notice. Therefore, more time should be given to principals to 
formulate building issues and concerns that should be evaluated. 
A third recommendation was to have the sessions keep moving. One 
principal stated he felt there was too much "dead time" where nothing 
was being accomplished. Another principal stated we should have tried 
to move more quickly through the program so that we could have covered 
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more of the total program in one day. Therefore, some lessons should be 
examined to consider if less time should be devoted to the concepts or 
learning opportunities. 
A fourth recommendation was in the nature of concepts to be included 
in the staff development program. One principal stated he believed more 
time should be devoted to examples of how to approach the daily problems, 
such as unplanned interruptions and time management. 
On the Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and Weaknesses, 
principals made comments on additional ways they benefitted from the 
staff development program as well as listed recommendations. The 
first three recommendations which were made will be addressed in the 
next section of this chapter. The fourth recommendation should be con¬ 
sidered by researchers designing new staff development programs for 
principals. 
Staff Development Implementation 
and Recommendations 
The implementation of the staff development program to assist ele¬ 
mentary principals to gain curriculum development skills was successful 
in some areas and needs to be reconsidered in other areas. To highlight 
the successful characteristics, as well as the less than successful 
aspects of the program, all three posttests will again be compared and 
discussed in terms of conditions, learning opportunities, and competen¬ 
cies . 
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Pretest and Posttest Comparison of 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs 
An analysis of the comparison of Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs between the pretest and the 
posttest revealed that principals perceived themselves to have addi¬ 
tional skills after the workshop than they had before the workshop. 
The posttest scores were grouped around fewer scores and had a smaller 
range than did scores on the pretest. The nine objectives that changed 
the most in their ranges, and for which principals indicated they did 
not know before the staff development program began but did know after 
the workshop sessions, were item numbers three, four, eight, fifteen, 
seventeen, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and twenty-four. The 
mode, median, and mean scores were lower on the pretest than on the 
posttest. The objectives which had the largest changes from low mode 
scores on the pretest to high mode scores on the posttest were item 
numbers three, four, five, seven, nineteen, twenty, and twenty-three. 
The objectives which had the largest changes from low median scores on 
the pretest to high median scores on the posttest were item numbers 
three, four, seven, nineteen, twenty, and twenty-three. The one item 
that showed the greatest mean gain was item number three. 
By examining objectives in these four ways--ranges, modes, medians 
and means—the following objectives were perceived to be known by prin¬ 
cipals: item numbers three, four, five, seven, eight, fifteen, seven¬ 
teen, nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and 
twenty-four. Principals perceived themselves developing these skills 
the most. Therefore, the learning opportunities provided for these 
objectives should be maintained. 
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As compared to the pretest, the objectives principals perceived 
themselves developing the least, and which were determined based on 
least mean growth scores, were item numbers one, six, nine, fourteen, 
sixteen, and eighteen. This was due to principals giving items on the 
posttest a score similar to the one on the pretest. Pretest and post¬ 
test scores on the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey did not 
prove these objectives had not been achieved. Principals did accomplish 
these objectives in Lessons One, Three, Four, and Five. 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey: 
Comparison of Pretest and Posttest 
An analysis between the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey 
pretest and posttest revealed that some objectives were attained by 
principals through the learning opportunities provided in the staff 
development program. Some objectives were not attained by a majority of 
principals, and these objectives and learning opportunities need to be 
reexamined. 
The objectives which were not attained in total at the beginning of 
the workshop, but were attained by all principals in total at the end of 
the sessions and which had a posttest mean of 2.00, were as follows: 
item numbers two, three, four, eleven, twelve, fourteen, seventeen, 
twenty, and twenty-two. Therefore, these items and the learning oppor¬ 
tunities should definitely be maintained. 
Other objectives also had improvements of over one total score 
point from the pretest to the posttest, as well as having a posttest 
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mean above 1.50. These objectives were item numbers one, five, nine, 
ten, thirteen, fifteen, sixteen, nineteen, and twenty-four. Therefore, 
these objectives and the learning opportunities should be maintained. 
Three items had means on the posttest above 1.50; however, there 
was not a total improvement of one point. This was due to the fact that 
principals as a group scored relatively high on the pretest. The three 
objectives which did receive a posttest mean above 1.50, but not a total 
gain of one point, were item numbers six, eighteen, and twenty-one. 
Since these objectives were associated to the other objectives in the 
lesson, and principals could benefit from reviewing the skills in order 
to apply the concepts to other objectives, it is recommended these objec¬ 
tives—item numbers six, eighteen, and twenty-four—and their learning 
opportunities, be maintained. 
Using the three aforementioned methods of examining the objectives, 
a number of different objectives and learning opportunities should be 
maintained in the program. They include objectives one through six, 
nine through twenty-two, and twenty-four. 
There was one objective, item number twenty-three, which all prin¬ 
cipals scored a two on the pretest and posttest. This item could be 
considered for deletion in future programs. However, before doing this, 
the researcher recommends administering the pretest to a larger group of 
principals to determine if they will do as well as this principal group 
did. If they do not, the objective should be continued. If the princi¬ 
pals do know the objective as well as this principals' group did, the 
researcher recommends deleting the objective. 
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There are two objectives which did not show great improvement. In 
fact, the principals as a group did not even average a gain of one total 
point. The two objectives' scores were less than one point and indicate 
the majority of principals did not even gain the competency partially. 
These two objectives are item numbers seven, "Identify two types of 
tests used during measurement," and eight, "Analyze testing situations 
to determine if criterion-referenced or norm-referenced tests should be 
used." Principals confused the type of test, norm-referenced and 
criterion-referenced, with examples of tests. They interchanged types 
and examples of tests. Furthermore, because they were not clear on the 
distinction between types and examples of tests, they were not able to 
describe situations for which the types of tests would be used. There¬ 
fore, these two objectives need to be reexamined and their learning 
opportunities need to be altered to include more emphasis on distinc¬ 
tions between the types and examples of tests. Furthermore, the test¬ 
ing items should be examined for rewriting. One way this item for 
evaluating objectives seven and eight on the pretest and posttest could 
be restated is as follows: 
There are two types of tests which are constructed for the 
purpose of measurement. In schools, these tests are used 
to measure student performance and results are interpreted 
in terms of different criteria. List these two types of 
tests and then give one example of such a test used in your 
school. 
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Response Sheet: Workshop 
Strengths and Weaknesses 
An examination of the qualitative comments made by principals on 
the Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and Weaknesses suggests which 
components of the staff development program principals think should be 
maintained and which parts should be altered. The components of the 
staff development program which should be maintained include using 
scholars' definitions, models, and writings; providing opportunities to 
implement newly-learned concepts; pretests and posttests; informing 
participants of the instructional objectives; having a knowledgeable 
instructor; providing participants with immediate feedback; using a 
variety of teaching approaches and materials; providing opportunities 
for discussions in large and small group settings; having brainstorming 
activities; and showing relationships of skills to school settings. 
One of the components of the staff development program which 
should be considered for change is moving through some of the learning 
activities more quickly. All the lessons had opportunities for dis¬ 
cussions. Based on the program reviewers' recommendations and litera¬ 
ture review, sufficient time was scheduled for discussions. The amount 
of time needed during lessons for discussions is a decision the 
instructor must make during the lesson implementation. The researcher 
found some groups of principals did complete assignments before other 
groups. A second consideration for improvement includes working 
through an evaluation problem as a group before dividing into groups or 
individual projects. This activity was already in Lesson Five and 
should be added in Lesson Seven. The third recommendation for program 
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improvement includes instructing principals before they attend the first 
workshop session to examine their school setting to identify a problem 
needing to be evaluated. This could be accomplished by informing prin¬ 
cipals of this assignment when confirmation of the first meeting place 
for the staff development program is mailed to principals. 
In this chapter, then, the results of the questionnaire intended 
to determine principals' perceptions of priorities for leadership in 
curriculum development were presented. Next, scores on initial and 
final needs assessments were compared. Also, pretest and posttest 
scores of principal competencies in evaluating classroom instruction 
were analyzed to determine gains. Further, open response qualitative 
comments about the effectiveness of the staff development program were 
reviewed. Finally, recommendations for improvement of the staff 
development program that emerged from the field test are suggested. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In this chapter, the problem and purpose are summarized. Also 
the design of the study as well as the findings of the research are 
reviewed. Further, recommendations for future research are advanced. 
Problem and Purpose 
The problem which directed this exploratory study was that since 
principals are key leaders in schools, they should be involved in 
improving the curriculum. However, to do this, principals encounter 
difficulties. First, their role in the curriculum development process 
is unclear. Second, they do not all possess the necessary curriculum 
development leadership skills. To be an effective leader in curriculum 
development requires specialized skills. To acquire such skills, staff 
development programs are needed for principals. Therefore, in this 
study, a staff development program was designed and implemented to 
assist principals to gain curriculum development competencies. A 
description of the design and implementation of the staff development 
program follows. 
The purpose of this exploratory study was fourfold. First, the 
perceptions of selected elementary school principals were determined 
toward designated activities which should be included in the desirable 
role for leadership in curriculum development. Second, specific skills 
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for curriculum development for elementary school principals were iden¬ 
tified. These skills could assist principals to effectively implement 
curriculum improvement in their school settings. Third, a staff 
development program was designed to assist elementary school principals 
to acquire the identified curriculum development skills. Fourth, the 
staff development program was field tested with seventeen elementary 
school principals, and the results were used to determine necessary 
changes that are likely to make the program more effective. Specifi¬ 
cally, the research questions which guided the present study were: 
1. What are the perceptions of selected elementary 
principals toward designated activities associated 
with their desirable role in curriculum develop¬ 
ment? 
2. What are the major curriculum development skills 
elementary principals should have in order to pro¬ 
vide leadership in improving the curriculum in the 
school setting? 
3. What is the nature of a staff development program 
to assist elementary principals in developing cur¬ 
riculum development skills to provide leadership for 
curriculum improvement? 
4. What specific changes need to be made in the staff 
development program as a result of the field test¬ 
ing? 
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Design and Findings 
In the first stage of the design, a list of twenty-eight activities 
identified by John Rosenberg in his 1980 dissertation, "The Role of 
Elementary School Principals in the Curriculum Development Process," 
was constructed. This list was given to five curriculum scholars for 
suggestions as to additional curriculum activities that could be carried 
out by present or future elementary school principals. The scholars' 
twenty-six suggestions were added to Rosenberg's list. This second 
list, now compiled of fifty-four activities, was formed into a question¬ 
naire, entitled Role Identification Questionnaire, to solicit princi¬ 
pals' responses. Did they consider an activity important or not impor¬ 
tant? This questionnaire consisted of a Demographic Information Sheet, 
Role Identification Survey, and Role Identification Survey: Priorities. 
The Role Identification Survey used a Likert type scale of 4, 3, 2, and 
1, to rate the degree of importance of the activity to a principal's 
role in curriculum development. The Role Identification Survey: 
Priorities consisted of principals selecting the six activities they 
perceived to be most important to their role in curriculum develop¬ 
ment. 
In the second stage, the Role Identification Questionnaire was 
pilot tested with five elementary school principals in eastern 
Massachusetts. The purposes of this were to determine if the directions 
were clear, to decide if word choices in the items were correct, and to 
determine if the items differentiated among the perceptions of the prin¬ 
cipals. The pilot testing revealed that principals were able to follow 
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the specific directions. However, confusion occurred on item number 
three of the Demographic Information Sheet. Therefore, this item was 
changed to read, "Size of student population in your school district." 
Differentiations were found among the perceptions of the principals 
on the Role Identification Survey. On the Role Identification Survey: 
Priorities, no obvious clusterings of responses were found. Therefore, 
the directions on this instrument were altered to instruct principals 
to select ten, not six, statements of activities they perceived to be 
most fundamental to their role in curriculum development. 
In the third stage, the revised Role Identification Questionnaire 
and a stamped, self-addressed, return envelope were mailed to eighty- 
eight public elementary school principals in Lycoming, Northumberland, 
Union, Schuylkill, Dauphin, Snyder, and Montour counties in central 
Pennsylvania. The questionnaire was requested to be returned in two 
weeks. At the end of this period, any elementary principals who had 
not returned their questionnaires were mailed a follow-up letter and, 
if necessary, were telephoned. 
In the fourth stage, the questionnaires were analyzed to determine 
the activity viewed by elementary principals as most important to their 
role in curriculum development. Seventy-three questionnaires were 
returned. Due to the study's definition of elementary principal, three 
questionnaires could not be used because the principals had teaching 
duties. Therefore, seventy questionnaires were tabulated. The 
Demographic Information Sheets revealed that twelve urban, sixteen 
suburban, and forty-two rural elementary school principals responded. 
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These principals were responsible for supervising schools with diverse 
student populations and a variety of grade levels. 
On the Role Identification Survey, the data were analyzed in a num¬ 
ber of ways. First, activities receiving seventy percent or greater 
responses of four on the Likert scale from the principals were listed 
as activities which are perceived to be highly associated with the 
desirable role for elementary principals in curriculum development. 
The activities which met this criteria, in descending order, were item 
numbers five, forty-four, thirty-five, two, and forty-seven. Second, 
activities receiving ninety-seven percent or greater responses of three 
and four were listed as activities also considered important to the 
elementary principal's role in curriculum development. The activities 
which met this criteria, in descending order, were item numbers five, 
thirty-five, two, thirty-six, forty-four, forty-seven, eighteen, twenty- 
five, and thirty-three. Third, the ten activities principals identified 
as most important to their role were listed. The activities which met 
this criteria, in descending order, were item numbers five, forty-four, 
thirty-five, forty-seven, two, twenty-five, thirty-eight, ten, seven, 
and thirty-three. These lists were compared to determine if one 
activity met all three criteria. The one activity which was ranked 
first on each of the three criteria was item number five, "Evaluating 
classroom instruction." Therefore, "evaluating classroom instruction" 
became the curriculum development activity for which a staff develop¬ 
ment program was designed for central Pennsylvania principals. 
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The fifth stage in designing the staff development program was 
reviewing the literature. This was done for three purposes. 
The first purpose was to provide a rationale for why the elementary 
principal is a key leader in curriculum development. Five reasons 
emerged why the principal should be this leader. First, the local 
school is the unit at which curriculum development should occur. As the 
local leader, the principal should be this leader in curriculum develop¬ 
ment. Second, setting and implementing goals to address students' needs 
is crucial to curriculum development. Since the principal best under¬ 
stands the needs of the school's staff and students, he should use his 
knowledge to lead in curriculum development. Third, as gatekeeper of 
the local school, the principal has access to information on innovative 
programs that could be beneficial to his school. As a leader in cur¬ 
riculum development, he should share pertinent information with his 
staff. Fourth, the principal has power to act as a catalyst and moti¬ 
vate teachers to participate in curriculum development programs. His 
leadership in curriculum development should show his support and should 
motivate others to participate in curriculum activities. Fifth, the 
principal establishes a mission for the school. His leadership empha¬ 
sizes the priorities of the school. He should lead his staff on a 
mission to pursue priorities in curriculum development. 
The second purpose of the literature review was to identify cur- 
riculum development competencies elementary principals should have. A 
review of writings by scholars in both curriculum and administration 
was made to generate competencies associated to the role of elementary 
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principals in the curriculum development process. These skills were 
used to generate premises and competencies. The premises, competencies, 
and instructional objectives which were incorporated into the staff 
development program were as follows: 
First Premise: Although there exist many definitions of 
evaluation, there is no consensus for one definition. A 
definition of evaluation is needed by persons carrying out 
the process of evaluation so they understand its parame¬ 
ters. 
Competency 
Be competent in defining evaluation. 
Objectives 
1. Compare scholars' definitions of 
"evaluation." 
2. Define "evaluation" for oneself. 
Second Premise: There are different types of evaluation. 
They are formative evaluation and summative evaluation. 
Educators need to know these two types of evaluation so 
they can match the type of evaluation to the function it 
is to serve. 
Competency 
Know the different types of evaluation. 
Objectives 
1. Identify the two types of evalua¬ 
tion. 
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2. Define "formative" and "summative" 
evaluation. 
Third Premise: Many educational practitioners equate mea¬ 
surement to evaluation. These terms are not the same and 
practitioners need to be able to differentiate them in 
order to be knowledgeable in the process of evaluation. 
Furthermore, principals should be familiar with the two 
types of measurement techniques which can be used for data 
collection in the evaluation process. 
Competency 
Be able to differentiate evaluation and 
measurement. 
Objectives 
1. Compare descriptive statements of mea¬ 
surement to evaluation. 
2. Analyze school situations to determine 
if they depict measurement or evaluation. 
3. Identify two types of tests used during 
measurement. 
4. Analyze testing situations to determine 
if criterion-referenced or norm-referenced 
tests should be used. 
Fourth Premise: Scholars have suggested that evaluation is 
a process that should be carried out in a systematic and 
Furthermore, they suggest the evaluation 
structured manner. 
process can be divided into elements and arranged in a 
sequential order. Some scholars group these elements into 
evaluation designs. Principals involved in the evaluation 
process should be familiar with elements. 
Competency 
Be familiar with evaluation designs. 
Objectives 
1. Identify one scholar's design of the 
evaluation process. 
2. Name the elements in the evaluation 
design. 
Fifth Premise: Educators devote much time to planning the 
curriculum for students. Yet, many times students receive 
conflicting signals from teachers and principals on issues 
in the curriculum. For teachers to be effective in the 
classroom and for elementary principals to help them to be 
effective, the hidden curriculum should be considered by 
principals when evaluating classroom instruction. 
Competency 
Recognize some students develop hidden 
learning through a hidden curriculum. 
Objectives 
1. Define hidden curriculum. 
2. Identify hidden curriculum issues which 
could occur during classroom instruction. 
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Sixth Premise: In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the 
State Board of Education requires all school systems have 
a written curriculum addressing the twelve goals of quality 
education. Scholars suggest as teachers write objectives 
for instructional programs that certain criteria need to be 
addressed. Furthermore, this written curriculum must be 
implemented in the classroom. There must be an association 
between the written and practiced curriculum in the class¬ 
room. One of the responsibilities the elementary principal 
must carry out, as he evaluates classroom instruction, is 
making certain that teachers have written curriculum and 
are carrying out the associated instructional objectives. 
Competency 
Recognize an association between the 
written and practiced curriculum. 
Objectives 
1. Compare written curriculum to prac¬ 
ticed classroom curriculum. 
2. Analyze classroom instruction to 
determine how to bring about a closer 
association between the written curricu¬ 
lum and the practiced curriculum. 
Seventh Premise: Teachers should consider individual student 
differences when designing learning opportunities. One dif¬ 
ference found among students is their style of learning. 
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Teachers can design learning environments and adapt their 
teaching styles to provide effective learning for students. 
To evaluate classroom instruction, elementary principals 
should determine if teachers are providing opportunities 
for students to learn according to their individual learn¬ 
ing styles. 
Competency 
Recognize different learning and teaching 
styles can occur within classrooms. 
Objectives 
1. Analyze student learning environments 
to determine if opportunities are pro¬ 
vided for differences in students' 
learning styles. 
2. Analyze teaching styles to determine if 
opportunities are provided for differences 
in students' learning styles. 
The third purpose of the literature review was to identify condi¬ 
tions of staff development programs which could help principals to 
acquire skills for curriculum improvement. There were eighteen condi¬ 
tions identified through this review and utilized in the program. These 
included addressing the needs of the participants, designing a needs 
assessment, designing objectives, providing meaningful learning oppor¬ 
tunities, providing activity-oriented learning opportunities, designing 
large group activities, designing small group activities, designing 
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individual activities, providing opportunities for sharing information, 
scheduling times convenient for participants, scheduling workshop loca¬ 
tions convenient for participants, scheduling facilities that reflect 
work environment to a high degree, facilitating participants getting a 
superior's support, facilitating participants getting released time, 
obtaining commitment from participants, pilot testing the program, 
maintaining open channels of communication with participants, and 
designing an evaluation plan. 
The sixth stage in designing the staff development program included 
having the program reviewed. Therefore, after the literature review was 
finished and the first draft of the program developed, it was given to 
three scholars for their critique. These three scholars had both theo¬ 
retical and practical knowledge about curriculum development with ele¬ 
mentary principals and staff development programs. These people recom¬ 
mended keeping the previously-mentioned competencies and learning objec¬ 
tives. One person did recommend adding a lesson in which principals 
have an opportunity to apply evaluation model concepts. Therefore, 
another literature review was completed to derive competencies princi¬ 
pals should have to implement an evaluation model. An eighth premise, 
competency, and objectives were added. They were as follows: 
Eighth Premise: Elementary principals can learn evaluation 
skills by actually carrying out the evaluation process. To 
evaluate classroom instruction, elementary principals should 
identify instructional objectives, determine data to be 
collected, indicators in the data, and how data will be 
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collected, analyzed, and reported. 
Competency 
Being able to implement the evaluation 
process. 
Objectives 
1. List objectives of the instructional 
program. 
2. Identify what data should be collected 
during an evaluation. 
3. State what indicators in the data will 
be examined during an evaluation. 
4. State procedures to be used to collect 
the data during an evaluation. 
5. Identify how the data will be analyzed 
during an evaluation. 
6. Identify how the data will be reported 
during an evaluation. 
7. Apply the evaluation process to an 
instructional problem in the school 
setting. 
8. Orally analyze the implementation of 
the evaluation process. 
After the literature review was completed and the staff develop- 
ment program designed, the program was implemented. The implementation 
of the program also was divided into stages. 
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The first stage of the implementation was to contact the central 
Pennsylvania elementary school principals again to see if they were 
interested in participating in the staff development program. Seventeen 
principals responded with a commitment and participated in the staff 
development program to assist elementary principals to gain competencies 
in evaluating classroom instruction. Three schools were chosen for the 
site of the staff development workshops. Sixteen of the seventeen 
principals attended at one of these three sites. One principal was 
unable to attend on the designated dates so the researcher met with this 
principal on a tutorial basis. 
The second stage in implementing the staff development program was 
to administer the needs assessment, Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs. Included on the needs assess¬ 
ment were a Demographic Information Sheet and a list of twenty-seven 
competencies for evaluating classroom instruction. 
The Demographic Information Sheet was used to collect demographic 
information about the elementary principals. All seventeen principals 
completed this instrument. The information sheet revealed that princi¬ 
pals came from five counties and from urban, suburban, and rural school 
settings—five urban, two suburban, and ten rural. Participants had 
different numbers of schools, grades, and teachers to supervise. They 
also had a range of either having or not having previous college evalua¬ 
tion courses. They spent different amounts of time evaluating others 
as well as being evaluated themselves by superiors. The principals did 
come to the workshop sessions with different experiences and 
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responsibilities as part of their knowledge base. 
The Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and 
Knowledge Needs utilizing a Likert type scale also revealed principals 
came to the workshop sessions with diverse knowledge bases. The ranges 
for this instrument were spread. The two most often represented range 
categories were one to four and one to three. Seventy-nine percent of 
the items had responses in these two ranges. The mode scores on the 
needs assessment were either two or three. Eighty-four percent of the 
items had a mode of two and sixteen percent of the items had a mode of 
three. The median scores were also either two or three. Eighty-eight 
percent of the items had a median of two and twelve percent of the 
items had a median of three. The mean scores covered a range of over 
one score point. Out of scores ranging from one to four, the range of 
means was 1.76 to 2.94. 
The third stage in implementing the staff development program was 
the implementation of the Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey pre¬ 
test. The pretest was a criterion-referenced test measuring the princi¬ 
pals' ability to write essay-type answers to the questions asked. All 
principals were required to complete all items on the pretest. This 
test was scored using 0, "The answer is not correct"; 1, "The answer is 
partially correct"; and 2, "The answer is totally correct." Those prin¬ 
cipals who indicated they were familiar with the concepts on the needs 
assessment, and substantiated this by the pretest, omitted the workshop 
lessons. Principals who indicated they were familiar with concepts, 
but did not demonstrate this knowledge on the pretest, were required to 
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participate in the workshop sessions. 
The fourth stage was the implementation of the lessons through 
workshop sessions. The researcher was the instructor and the learning 
opportunities were implemented. The staff development program was 
divided into eight lessons. Principals who needed skills development 
for some objectives in a lesson but had scored correct answers on 
another objective within the same lesson were required to participate 
in the entire lesson. Some of the skills developed through objectives 
within a lesson were related to other objective development. However, 
objectives across lessons were not directly related and it was not 
necessary for principals to complete lessons in a sequential order. 
Also, whenever possible, principals already possessing skills were used 
to help other principals, not having the skills, to acquire them. The 
number of sessions attended by principals ranged from three to eight. 
One principal attended three sessions, two attended four, two attended 
five, nine attended six, and three attended all eight. 
The fifth stage was the implementation of the posttests after the 
workshop sessions had been completed. The posttests consisted of the 
following three instruments: Evaluating Classroom Instruction: 
Assessing Conceptual and Knowledge Needs; Evaluating Classroom 
Instruction Survey; and Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and 
Weaknesses. 
Evaluating Classroom Instruction: Assessing Conceptual and 
Knowledge Needs was implemented to determine principals' perceptions of 
the skills they had after the workshops were completed. Items were 
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scored on the posttest in the same manner as the initial needs assess¬ 
ment. The results on this posttest revealed there were two ranges of 
scores at the upper end of the scale of one to four. Fifty-four percent 
of the items had responses in the range of two to four, while the other 
forty-six percent were in the range of three to four. The mode scores 
were either a three or four. Sixty-eight percent of the items had a 
mode of three and thirty-two percent of the items had a mode of four. 
The median scores were also three and four. Seventy-one percent of the 
items had a median of three, twenty-five percent of the items had a 
median of four, and four percent of the items had a median of 3.5. The 
mean scores were in a range of less than one score point. All the means 
were in the range of 3.00 to 3.65. 
Since the initial and final needs assessment were both used to 
collect principals' perceptions, the posttest revealed that principals 
perceived themselves to be more familiar with the competencies after the 
workshop sessions than they were before attending the staff development 
program. This was demonstrated through the differences in low needs 
assessment and high posttest ranges, modes, medians, and means. The 
narrower range of posttest responses at the higher posttest levels, as 
well as the higher modes, medians, and means, indicates principals per¬ 
ceived themselves to have a more uniform and comprehensive knowledge 
base following the workshop sessions than before beginning the staff 
development program. 
The second posttest. Evaluating Classroom Instruction Survey, con¬ 
sisted of criterion-referenced items. Principals had to write their own 
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essay-type responses to questions. These items were scored exactly as 
on the pretest using 2, 1, and 0. 
The results of the posttest revealed that twenty-one objectives 
were achieved by principals during the workshop sessions. Three were 
not. 
The twenty-one objectives which were achieved are item numbers one, 
two, three, four, five, six, nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen, four¬ 
teen, fifteen, sixteen, seventeen, eighteen, nineteen, twenty, twenty- 
one, twenty-two, and twenty-four. These objectives and their learning 
opportunities are recommended to be continued in the staff development 
program. 
The three objectives which were not achieved during the workshops 
were item numbers seven, eight, and twenty-three. Principals did par¬ 
ticipate in learning opportunities for objectives seven and eight, but 
they did not gain the competencies. The mean scores did not improve a 
total of one point for these two objectives. Furthermore, the mean on 
the posttest was less than one for both these objectives, indicating 
the majority of principals did not achieve the objectives even par¬ 
tially. Therefore, the recommendation made in this study is that these 
objectives' learning opportunities be changed. More emphasis should be 
placed on the distinction between the types of measurement tests con¬ 
structed and their uses. Furthermore, it is recommended the testing 
items be examined for rewriting. One way the item could be rewritten is 
as follows: 
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There are two types of tests which are constructed for the 
purpose of measurement. In schools, these tests are used 
to measure student performance, and results are inter¬ 
preted in terms of different criteria. List these two 
types of tests and then give one example of such a test 
used in your school. 
The third objective which was not gained during the workshop ses¬ 
sions was number twenty-three. All five principals who participated in 
this part of the staff development program knew this competency at the 
beginning of the program. Therefore, no growth was recorded for princi¬ 
pals on this objective. The recommendation offered for this item is 
to implement the pretest to a larger group of principals to determine 
if they will do as well. If they do not, the objective and learning 
opportunities should be maintained in the staff development program. 
If the pretest supports the findings of the pretest for this group and 
principals do know the competency, it is recommended the objective be 
deleted. 
The third posttest, Response Sheet: Workshop Strengths and 
Weaknesses, was the instrument used to collect qualitative comments 
from principals on competencies which were developed, learning opportuni¬ 
ties to be maintained, and changes to be implemented. Also, principals 
general reactions and perceptions on the staff development program were 
requested. The principals' comments suggest they found the following 
components useful: scholars' definitions, evaluation models, scholars 
writings, opportunities to apply learned concepts, pretests, posttests, 
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list of instructional objectives, knowledgeable instructor, immediate 
feedback, teaching approaches, materials, large and small group discus¬ 
sions, brainstorming activities, and skill relationships. The changes 
recommended for consideration included moving through some of the learn¬ 
ing activities more quickly, working through more evaluation activities 
as a total group before dividing into smaller groups, and informing 
principals before they attend the workshop sessions to identify a local 
school problem or program they would like to evaluate. 
The purpose of this exploratory study was fourfold. First, the 
perceptions of selected elementary school principals were to be deter¬ 
mined toward designated activities which should be included in the 
desirable role for leadership in curriculum development. Second, 
specific skills for curriculum development for elementary school prin¬ 
cipals were to be identified. These skills should assist principals 
to effectively implement curriculum development improvement in their 
school settings. Third, a staff development program was to be designed 
to assist elementary school principals to acquire the identified cur¬ 
riculum development skills. Fourth, the staff development program was 
to be field tested with elementary school principals and the results 
used to determine necessary changes to improve the program. These 
things have been done, and the purpose is accomplished. The study is 
finished. Yet, as is true with any research, many new questions need 
to be considered in future inquiry. 
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Recommendations 
The results of this study identified several needs for possible 
future research and action. 
First, the changes recommended for improvement of the staff develop¬ 
ment program should be implemented and the revised program should be con¬ 
ducted with principals. 
Second, this study was conducted with a small number (seventeen) 
of elementary school principals in central Pennsylvania. The revised 
staff development program should be implemented with larger numbers of 
principals in different parts of the country in demographically dif¬ 
ferent schools to determine if the program assists principals to gain 
the competencies in a statistically significant manner. 
Third, the instrumentation used in this study needs to be strength¬ 
ened so that reliability and validity will better detail the gains that 
participating principals make in their leadership for evaluating class¬ 
room instruction, in particular, and curriculum renewal, in general. 
Perfecting the psychometrics of instruments is an ongoing and long-term 
priority for research. The present study has been but a first step in 
this important but complex process. 
Fourth, universities should research principals' needs in their 
local areas and offer administrative courses to address not only 
managerial-type needs but also curriculum development competencies and 
learning opportunities which could be similar to those identified and 
found useful in this study. 
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Fifth, departments of education, universities, and school districts 
should research the development of local staff development programs for 
principals and identify creative and meaningful ways for programs to 
gain assistance from one another. 
Principals do want to participate in workshops with other princi¬ 
pals for improvement of leadership. As one Pennsylvania principal 
stated on his evaluation, "A person's growth is never finished, but it 
is ongoing." Educational institutions at all levels of the enterprise 
may improve education by contributing to the personal growth and profes¬ 
sional development of elementary school principals. Through improved 
leadership of principals' abilities to develop and implement curriculum, 
conditions in schools may become even more responsive to all children 
of all families. Professional educators are key to the creation of 
school and classroom environments that promote equal and quality educa¬ 
tion. Principals are crucial leaders for better schools and for 
increased student learning. Staff development experiences for gaining 
leadership competencies in curriculum renewal are central to the excel¬ 
lence of performance of principals. It is imperative that we nurture 
personal improvement for the benefit of public good. 
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ROLE IDENTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHEET 
A program is being planning to help principals gain skills to pro¬ 
vide leadership in improving the curriculum in their school setting. 
This program will be based on the responses acquired through this ques¬ 
tionnaire. Please answer all questions and return the questionnaire in 
the enclosed envelope by July 22. 
*★*•*•**•*•**★***•*•*•*■*******•* 
1. Name of your school or schools: _ 
2. Size of student population in your school or schools: _ 
3. Size of student population in your school district:  
4. Type of school (location) you supervise. (Please Circle) 
Urban Suburban Rural 
5. Grades in school or schools which you supervise. (Please Circle 
All Grades) 
Kindergarten First Second Third 
Fourth Fifth Sixth 
6. Please circle the county in which your school (or schools) is (are) 
located. 
Lycoming Union Dauphin Montour 
Northumberland Snyder Schuylkill 
7. Do you have any classroom teaching responsibilities? (Please 
Circle) 
Yes No 
If "Yes", please indicate percentage of time: 
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ROLE IDENTIFICATION SURVEY 
All of the following items could be considered as part of the lead¬ 
ership role of elementary principals in curriculum development. Please 
circle the number that indicates the level of importance of each state¬ 
ment as it relates to your views and experiences. In other words, I am 
interested in knowing your particular views toward those statements you 
consider central to the leadership role of the elementary principal for 
curriculum development. 
4 Very Important 
3 Important 
2 Somewhat Important 
1 Unimportant 
1. Serving on systemwide curriculum 
committees 
2. Assisting teachers in evaluating 
the effectiveness of the curricu- 
1 urn 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
3. Providing for parental involvement 
in curriculum development 
4. Developing school budgets 
5. Evaluating classroom instruction 
6. Serving as a member of school cur¬ 
riculum committees 
7. Helping identify needs of learners 
in order to develop curriculum 
objectives 
8. Providing teacher reference 
material for development of cur¬ 
riculum 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
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4 Very Important 
3 Important 
2 Somewhat Important 
1 Unimportant 
**************** * * * * ★ * * ★ 
9. Assisting teachers in selecting 
curriculum materials 4 3 2 1 
10. Conducting curriculum inservice 
workshops for teachers 4 3 2 1 
11. Consulting with curriculum 
specialists in school system 4 3 2 1 
12. Planning or presenting demonstra¬ 
tion teaching 4 3 2 1 
13. Meeting with students on curricu¬ 
lum committees 4 3 2 1 
14. Setting up meetings for teachers 
with curriculum specialists 4 3 2 1 
15. Selecting textbooks 4 3 2 1 
16. Planning programs for students 
with special needs 4 3 2 1 
17. Providing supplies for teachers' 
use 4 3 2 1 
18. Evaluating curriculum materials 4 3 2 1 
19. Involving schools in innovative 
projects 4 3 2 1 
20. Helping teachers develop innova¬ 
tive projects 4 3 2 1 
21. Informing parents about curriculum 4 3 2 1 
22. Consulting faculty advisory groups 
about textbook selection 4 3 2 
1 
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4 Very Important 
3 Important 
2 Somewhat Important 
1 Unimportant 
23. Discussing educational research 
with faculty 
24. Serving as resource person in the 
classroom 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
25. Insuring that teachers follow 
prescribed curriculum 4321 
26. Encouraging use of community 
resources 4321 
27. Acting as chairperson on school 
curriculum committees 4 3 2 1 
28. Utilizing school philosophy to 
develop curriculum objectives 
29. Conducting needs assessment 
30. Organizing school volunteers 
31. Seeking grant money to enhance 
existing or innovative programs 
32. Informing community about the cur- 
riculurn 
33. Evaluating the curriculum develop¬ 
ment process while it is occurring 
34. Organizing curriculum development 
resources 
35. Setting and maintaining high 
standards for quality in the 
curriculurn 
36. Recommending changes for improving 
the design of the curriculum 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
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4 Very Important 
3 Important 
2 Somewhat Important 
1 Unimportant 
****** *************^ + ^.+ 
37. Implementing changes for improv¬ 
ing the organization of the 
school 
38. Providing opportunities for school 
staff to exchange ideas regarding 
the curricula 
39. Assisting teachers to develop and 
describe the educational philosophy 
of the school 
40. Involving community enterprises in 
working toward the school's educa¬ 
tional objective 
41. Monitoring the testing program 
42. Overseeing preparation of academic 
schedules 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
43. Selecting appropriate evaluation 
design for curriculum program 
44. Supervising instructional staff 
45. Helping to provide and maintain 
data on learners and teachers 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
46. Articulating one's definition of 
curriculum 
47. Establishing clear and attainable 
goals for the school 
48. Conceptualizing a defensible 
rationale and approach to curricu¬ 
lum development 
* 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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4 Very Important 
3 Important 
2 Somewhat Important 
1 Unimportant 
* * * * * ******************* 
49. Organizing clubs for students, 
i.e., math, computer 
50. Recognizing different values held 
by teachers, learners, and community 
members 
51. Supporting new teaching behaviors 
that are congruent with the educa¬ 
tional objectives of the school 
52. Monitoring the implementation 
process of selected curriculum 
53. Facilitating the absorption of new 
teachers into the school 
54. Supporting teachers' efforts to 
design research projects to improve 
curriculum decision-making at the 
instructional level and as a data 
base for long-range planning at the 
school level 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
★ ★ ★ ★ ★ * * 
Now that you have given your perspective toward each of the state¬ 
ments, I would like you to pick the ten statements that you consider 
to be most fundamental to the role of the principal in curriculum 
development. 
Following are the fifty-four statements. Please put a checkmark 
(/) in the box next to the statements you consider most important. 
Remember, you should put checkmarks (/) in ten boxes. 
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ROLE IDENTIFICATION SURVEY: PRIORITIES 
1. Serving on systemwide curriculum committees 
2. Assisting teachers in evaluating the effectiveness of 
the curriculum 
3. Providing for parental involvement in curriculum 
development 
4. Developing school budgets 
5. Evaluating classroom instruction 
6. Serving as a member of school curriculum commit¬ 
tees 
7. Helping identify needs of learners in order to 
develop curriculum objectives 
8. Providing teacher reference material for development 
of curriculum 
9. Assisting teachers in selecting curriculum materials 
10. Conducting curriculum inservice workshops for 
teachers 
11. Consulting with curriculum specialists in school 
system 
12. Planning or presenting demonstration teaching 
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13. Meeting with students on curriculum committees 
14. Setting up meetings for teachers with curriculum 
specialists 
15. Selecting textbooks 
16. Planning programs for students with special needs 
17. Providing supplies for teachers' use 
18. Evaluating curriculum materials 
19. Involving schools in innovative projects 
20. Helping teachers develop innovative projects 
21. Informing parents about curriculum 
22. Consulting faculty advisory groups about textbook 
selection 
23. Discussing educational research with faculty 
24. Serving as resource person in the classroom 
25. Insuring that teachers follow prescribed curricu- 
1 urn 
26. Encouraging use of community resources 
27. Acting as chairperson on school curriculum 
committees 
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28. Utilizing school philosophy to develop curriculum 
objectives 
29. Conducting needs assessment 
30. Organizing school volunteers 
31. Seeking grant money to enhance existing or 
innovative programs 
32. Informing community about the curriculum 
33. Evaluating the curriculum development process 
while it is occurring 
34. Organizing curriculum development resources 
35. Setting and maintaining high standards for 
quality in the curriculum 
36. Recommending changes for improving the design 
of the curriculum 
37. Implementing changes for improving the organiza¬ 
tion of the school 
38. Providing opportunities for school staff 
to exchange ideas regarding the curricula 
39. Assisting teachers to develop and describe the 
educational philosophy of the school 
40. Involving community enterprises in working 
toward the school's educational objectives 
41. Monitoring the testing program 
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42. Overseeing preparation of academic schedules 
43. Selecting appropriate evaluation design for 
curriculum program 
44. Supervising instructional staff 
45. Helping to provide and maintain data on learners 
and teachers 
46. Articulating one's definition of curriculum 
47. Establishing clear and attainable goals for the 
school 
48. Conceptualizing a defensible rationale and 
approach to curriculum development 
49. Organizing clubs for students, i.e., math, 
computer 
50. Recognizing different values held by teachers, 
learners, and community members 
51. Supporting new teaching behaviors that are con¬ 
gruent with the educational objectives of the 
school 
52. Monitoring the implementation process of selected 
curricula 
53. Facilitating the absorption of new teachers into 
the school 
54. Supporting teachers' efforts to design research 
projects to improve curriculum decision-making at 
the instructional level and as a data base for 
long-range planning at the school level 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
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PENNSYLVANIA PRINCIPAL SURVEY 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATIONAL DATA 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
GEOGRAPHIC STUDENT DISTRICT GRADES IN 
LOCATION POPULATION POPULATION ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
Rural 415 1300 K,1,2,3,4 
Rural 970 1950 K,1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 1148 2900 K,1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 1015 3000 K, 1,2,3,4 
Urban 540 — K,1,2,3,4,5 
Urban 500 7100 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Suburban 600 1420 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 1375 2815 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 330 3640 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 470 3900 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Urban 410 7500 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 400 1700 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 400 5000 K,1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 211 3800 K,1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 470 1050 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Urban 350 8700 K,1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 940 2400 K, 1,2,3,4 
Rural 730 1300 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Urban 540 2900 K,1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 350 1600 K,1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 583 1575 K, 1,2,3,4 
Suburban 475 1600 K,1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 450 4000 K,1,2,3,4,5 
Urban 525 2800 K, 1 ,2,3,4,5,6 
Suburban 400 9200 K, 1 ,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 400 1190 K, 1,2,3,4 
Rural 775 2596 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 771 1750 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Suburban 308 3700 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 742 1400 K, 1 ,2,3,4,5,6 
Suburban 600 10000 K, 1 ,2,3,4,5,6 
Suburban 340 3800 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 725 2000 K, 1,2,3,4 
Suburban 500 8000 K, 1 ,2,3,4,5,6 
Suburban 475 2350 3,4,5 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
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PENNSYLVANIA PRINCIPAL SURVEY 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATIONAL DATA 
(Continued) 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
GEOGRAPHIC STUDENT DISTRICT GRADES IN 
LOCATION_POPULATION POPULATION ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
Suburban 351 4320 K,1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 395 1117 K,1,2,3,4,5,6 
Suburban 400 2200 K, 1,2 
Suburban 480 9000 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 355 2100 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 270 932 K, 1,2,3,4 
Rural 450 2500 K,1,2,3,4 
Urban 420 7000 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 614 1228 K,1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 365 9000 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Suburban 840 K.1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 580 1325 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 300 4000 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 350 850 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 600 2925 K,l,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 1185 2682 K,1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 650 2700 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 600 7500 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 580 2100 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Suburban 450 11000 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Urban 300 3400 K, 1,2,3,4,5 
Urban 600 1300 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 865 2350 K,1,2,3,4 
Suburban 720 1800 K,1,2,3,4,5 
Rural 475 1500 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Suburban 490 9000 K, 1 ,2,3,4,5,6 
Suburban 575 9000 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Urban 600 9300 3,4,5 
Rural 450 2500 K,1,2,3,4 
Urban 300 9972 3,4,5 
Rural 590 1100 K, 1,2,3,4,5,6 
Rural 515 2840 K, 1,2,3,4 
Rural 1200 2600 K,1,2,3,4,5,6 
Urban 450 8900 3,4,5 
Rural 340 2000 K,1,2,3,4 
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information and 
background information on elementary principals. More specifically, 
the number and types of schools participants lead, courses or work¬ 
shops taken on evaluation, and evaluation activities carried out in 
the schools will be identified. 
*★*★★****★* 
1. Name: _ 
2. School's Name:  
3. School District's Name: _ 
4. Number of elementary buildings you supervise: _ 
5. Grade levels in each building: _ _ _ _ 
6. Number of teachers you supervise (total): __ 
7. Have you taken any college courses which were entitled 
"Evaluation"? (Please Circle) 
Yes No 
If "Yes", how many? _ 
8. Did any college courses which did not have the name "Evaluation 
in the title cover the topic of evaluation? (Please Circle) 
Yes Mo 
If "Yes", how many? _. 
9. What percent of your time in the school is devoted to evaluation? 
Please specify each category, i.e., Teacher Evaluation--40/o, 
Curricuulm--30%. 
10. Please specify how you are evaluated as a leader for school 
improvement at the school level. 
256 
NAME or NUMBER: 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
The following items are a list of concepts and skills which could 
be useful to elementary principals in evaluating classroom instruction. 
The purpose of this needs assessment instrument is to provide informa¬ 
tion on concepts and skills individuals could benefit from reviewing or 
developing. The results of this questionnaire will be used to structure 
or restructure the staff development workshop to address the needs iden¬ 
tified by most participants. 
Read each item carefully and circle the number that corresponds to 
your understanding or familiarity with the concepts. 
4 Extremely Familiar 
3 Very Familiar 
2 Somewhat Familiar 
1 Not Familiar 
************************ 
1. Scholars' definitions of evaluation 
(Popham, Taba, Bloom, Tyler, and others) 
2. Defining evaluation for yourself 
3. Identifying two types of evaluation 
4. Defining formative and summative evalua¬ 
tion 
5. Discriminating between measurement and 
evaluation 
6. Analyzing school situations to determine 
if they depict measurement or evaluation 
7. Identifying two types of tests that could 
be used during measurement 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
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4 Extremely Familiar 
3 Very Familiar 
2 Somewhat Familiar 
1 Not Familiar 
************************ 
8. Analyzing testing situations to 
determine if criterion-referenced 
or norm-referenced tests should be 
used 
9. Identifying scholars' designs of the 
evaluation process 
10. Naming the elements or stages in the 
evaluation process 
11. Listing objectives of your school's 
instructional program 
12. Identifying what data should be col¬ 
lected during an evaluation 
13. Stating what indicators in the data 
should be examined during an evalua¬ 
tion 
14. Stating different procedures that 
could be used to collect data during 
an evaluation 
15. Identifying how data should be 
analyzed during an evaluation 
16. Identifying how data will be reported 
during an evaluation 
17. Applying the evaluation process to 
instructional problems in your school 
setting 
18. Analyzing the implementation of the 
evaluation process in your school 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
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4 Extremely Familiar 
3 Very Familiar 
2 Somewhat Familiar 
1 Not Familiar 
********** ************** 
19. Defining hidden curriculum 4 3 2 1 
20. Identifying hidden curriculum 
issues which could occur during 
classroom instruction 4321 
21. Comparing the written curriculum 
of your school to the practiced 
classroom curriculum 4321 
22. Analyzing classroom instruction to 
determine how to bring about a 
closer association between the 
written curriculum and the prac¬ 
ticed curriculum 
23. Analyzing student learning 
environments to determine if 
opportunities are provided for 
differences in students' learning 
styles 
24. Analyzing teaching styles to 
determine if opportunities are 
provided for differences in stu¬ 
dents' learning styles 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
4 3 2 1 
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260 NAME or NUMBER: 
EVALUATING CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION SURVEY 
PRETEST/POSTTEST 
, Th® Purpose of the test is to identify skills and concepts elemen¬ 
tary principals have achieved. The results of this questionnaire will 
structure or restructure the staff development workshop to 
and concepts needed by most participants. 
be used 
address 
to 
skills 
Read each item carefully and write your answers giving as much 
detail as possible. 
*****************i'-ki'*i'i'i' 
1. Write an educational scholar's definition of evaluation. 
2. Write your own definition of evaluation. 
3. List two types of evaluation. 
State how they differ. 
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4. State how measurement and evaluation differ. 
5. List two school situations that describe measurement. 
List two school situations that describe evaluation. 
6. List two types of tests that could be used for measurement. After 
each test, list an example for which the test would be appropriate. 
Test Example 
1. 
2. 
7. Write the name of one scholar who has suggested a design for the 
evaluation process. Name at least four elements that could be 
in an evaluation design. 
Name: Elements: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
262 
8. Identify an instructional problem in your school, 
would evaluate the program and report the findings. 
State how you 
9. State three ways you could improve an evaluation process you have 
implemented in your school setting for evaluating classroom 
instruction. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
10. Define hidden curriculum. 
11. Identify six hidden curriculum issues which could occur during 
classroom instruction. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
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12. 
^ fiVG WayS th! ™rriculum Practiced in the classroom of your 
school is associated to the school's written curriculum. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
13. List three ways the curriculum practiced in the classrooms of 
your school differs from the school's written curriculum. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
14. List three ways teachers in your school could bring about a closer 
association between the written and practiced curriculum. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
List ten variables that interact to comprise a student's indi¬ 
vidual learning style. 
1. 6. 
2. 7. 
3. 8 
4. 9. 
5. 10. 
15. 
264 
16. List three learning opportunities the teachers in vour school 
provide to accommodate different students' learning styles. 
2. 
3. 
17. List three teaching styles used by teachers in your school to 
accommodate different students' learning styles. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
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NAME or NUMBER: 
RESPONSE SHEET: 
WORKSHOP STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES 
The purpose of these three items is to gain additional information 
on elementary principals perceptions of how the workshop assisted them 
to achieve program objectives and develop skills associated to evaluat¬ 
ing classroom instruction. 
ble. 
Please read each item carefully and write as much detail as possi 
************************ 
!• The concepts and skills discussed during this workshop which I 
have gained and believe will assist me as an elementary princi¬ 
pal in evaluating classroom instruction are: 
2. The learning activities used during this workshop which assisted 
me best to achieve the program objectives are: 
3. Please make additional comments on how you have benefitted or plan 
to use skills gained through this program. Also, please offer 
recommendations on how you believe this program could be improved. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATIONAL DATA: 
PENNSYLVANIA PRINCIPALS' STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
PRINCIPAL 
NUMBER OF 
BUILDINGS 
GRADE 
LEVELS 
1 1 K-5 
2 1 K-5 
3 3 K-4 
4 1 K-5 
5 1 K-5 
6 2 K-3 
K-5 
7 1 K-5 
8 1 K-6 
9 2 K-l 
2-5 
10 2 K-6 
K-4 
11 3 K-5 
K-6(2) 
12 2 K-5 
13 1 K-6 
14 2 K-3 
K-5 
15 1 K-4 
16 1 K-5 
17 1 K-5 
NUMBER OF 
TEACHERS 
NUMBER OF 
EVALUATION 
COURSES 
NUMBER OF 
OTHER 
COURSES 
23 Several None 
22 None Six 
39 Two Two 
24 Two Two 
25 None None 
16 One One 
25 One One 
30 None None 
40 None Six 
35 One None 
33 One One 
55 Several Several 
54 None None 
30 None One 
26 One None 
30 None One 
20 Two One 
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